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 February 20, 2014 

 

 

 

Christopher P. Caraccilo 

Cultural Resource Coordinator, Region 4 

New York State Department of transportation 

Albany, NY 12232 

 

       Re: FHWA/NEPA/NYSDOT/OPRHP 

 

Dear Mr. Caraccilo: 

 

Thank you for your February 11, 2014 submission concerning the Portageville Bridge Project,  

The New York State Historic Preservation Office has reviewed the Finding Document in 

accordance with the provisions of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.  

 

We concur with the finding of Adverse Effect and look forward to receiving and reviewing the 

draft Memorandum of Agreement for the project.   

 

Again, thank you for your submission. If anyone has any questions, or if I can be of any 

assistance, please call me at (518)-237-8643, ext. 3271. 

 

 

Sincerely,   

 
Julian W. Adams 

Director, Bureau of Community Preservation Services 
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FINDING DOCUMENTATION 

SECTION 106 EFFECT FINDING   

PIN: 4935.79.101 

SHPO PROJECT REVIEW NUMBER (08PR04896) 

PORTAGEVILLE BRIDGE PROJECT, WYOMING AND LIVINGSTON COUNTIES 

  

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

OVERVIEW 

The Portageville Bridge Project (Project) is a federally funded project being undertaken by the Norfolk 

Southern Railway Company (Norfolk Southern) with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 

serving as the federal lead agency for review under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). The New York State Department 

of Transportation (NYSDOT) is serving as a joint lead agency. The purpose of the Project is to address 

the existing deficiencies at Norfolk Southern’s Portageville Bridge (also known as the “Portage High 

Bridge”) by providing a modern rail crossing of the Genesee River that is capable of carrying current 

industry standard freight rail loads, to the greatest degree possible meeting Federal Railroad 

Administration (FRA) Class 4 speeds, while reducing ongoing maintenance efforts and costs. This will 

enable Norfolk Southern to provide safe, reliable, and efficient rail operations on the Southern Tier route 

in the State of New York. These operations are critical to the economic viability and growth of the 

Southern Tier and other affected areas of New York. The Southern Tier route passes through Letchworth 

State Park, which is listed on the State and National Registers of Historic Places (S/NR). The existing rail 

crossing, the Portageville Bridge or Portage High Bridge, is one of the contributing elements to that 

listing. 

The existing Portageville Bridge (the Portage High Bridge) was built in 1875 and is a single-track, truss 

structure that spans approximately 819 feet across the Genesee River gorge. It is part of Norfolk 

Southern’s Southern Tier route, which is a critical freight rail link between Buffalo and Binghamton, New 

York and provides connections to Canada and the Eastern Seaboard of the United States. The Portageville 

Bridge is a vital, yet currently deficient component of the Southern Tier route that is at the end of its 

useful life as a freight rail structure, and requires Norfolk Southern to restrict speed and tonnage of trains 

that cross the Genesee River and requires frequent inspections and repairs to maintain safe freight rail 

operations. The Preferred Alternative would replace the existing bridge with a new bridge on a parallel 

alignment approximately 75 feet to its south, and requires approximately 2.70 acres of new right-of-way 

to realign tracks on the east and west sides of the Genesee River in Wyoming and Livingston Counties.
1
   

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is being prepared in accordance with NEPA that considers a 

“New Bridge on Parallel Alignment/Remove Existing Bridge” Alternative (the Preferred Alternative). 

Based on the proposed funding and regulatory approvals initially anticipated for the Project, a Draft EIS 

(DEIS) was previously prepared pursuant to New York State’s State Environmental Quality Review Act 

(SEQRA), with NYSDOT as the lead agency. The DEIS was published in November 2012, with a public 

review period held from November 26, 2012 through February 1, 2013 and a public hearing in January 

2013. The Project’s potential impacts on historic properties were assessed as part of the SEQRA DEIS in 

accordance with the New York State Historic Preservation Act (SHPA) of 1980, as set forth in Section 

14.09 of the New York State Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation Law. The documentation 

                                                      

1
 Approximately 1.94 acres are currently part of Letchworth State Park and 0.76 acres would be acquired from a 

private land owner. 
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prepared in accordance with the SHPA provides the basis for meeting obligations under Section 106, as 

both laws require similar procedures to identify historic properties and evaluate potential impacts. In 

addition, substantial consultation was undertaken with the New York’s State Historic Preservation Office 

(SHPO), and outreach was also undertaken with Native American tribes and the public. Subsequent to 

that process, potential federal funding through the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement 

(CMAQ) Program was identified. As a result, the Project is now subject to the NHPA. 

The Section 106 review process is being progressed in accordance with its implementing regulations (36 

CFR Part 800), and in coordination with the EIS. The analyses presented in the EIS anticipate an 

Estimated Time of Completion of December 31, 2017. Two alternatives will be evaluated in the EIS, the 

No Action/Maintenance Alternative and the Preferred Alternative. Each alternative is briefly discussed 

below: 

 No Action/Maintenance Alternative. The No Action/Maintenance Alternative would retain the 

existing Portageville Bridge in its current configuration, subject only to required maintenance. 

However, given the age of the bridge, it is anticipated that it would eventually be deemed unsafe for 

continued freight operations and would be closed altogether for rail operations. Although the No 

Action/Maintenance Alternative does not meet the Project’s purpose and need, NEPA requires that it 

be evaluated in the EIS. The No Action/Maintenance Alternative serves as the baseline condition 

against which the potential benefits and impacts of the Preferred Alternative are evaluated. 

 New Bridge on Parallel Alignment/Remove Existing Bridge Alternative (the Preferred Alternative). 

The Preferred Alternative consists of a new rail bridge across the Genesee River built to support 

Norfolk Southern’s long-term rail operations plan for the Southern Tier route. The new structure 

would be a single-track, 900-foot-long bridge. The centerline of the new bridge would be located 

approximately 75 feet south of the centerline of the existing bridge. The relocation of the bridge to the 

south would require realignment of the railroad approach tracks east and west of the Genesee River. 

Once the new bridge is complete, the old approach tracks and bridge would be removed. In addition, 

modifications to park elements in Letchworth State Park would be required to accommodate the new 

bridge foundations and shift in rail alignment. This would include relocation of a portion of the 

existing Park Road to make space for the new bridge structure’s foundations, relocation of a small 

parking area (the Highbridge Parking Area) that is currently located south of the existing bridge 

(partly within Norfolk Southern’s right-of-way) to parkland north of the right-of-way, and small 

relocations of the trailheads to two trails, the Mary Jemison Trail and the Gorge Trail (which are also 

within Norfolk Southern’s right-of-way).  

Figures D-1 through D-6 in Attachment D: Location, Plans and Profiles of the Existing and 

Replacement Bridge depict the location of the Project and Preferred Alternative. 

AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT 

Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to delineate a project Area of Potential Effect (APE), 

which is defined as “the geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly 

cause alterations in the character or use of historic properties, if such properties exist” (36 CFR § 

800.16[d]). The APE is influenced by the scale and nature of an undertaking. The APE for the Project has 

been developed in consultation with the lead federal agency and  the SHPO, based on proposed work 

activities and their potential to affect historic properties, including potential direct and indirect effects 

caused by the construction and operation of the proposed Project. Potential effects of the Project would be 

related to the construction of a new Genesee River rail crossing to the south of the existing bridge, 

construction of new bridge approaches on either side of the replacement bridge, removal of the existing 

Portageville Bridge, and the removal, relocation, or alterations of features within Letchworth State Park, 

including the Park Road, Highbridge Parking Area, and two trailheads.  

In general, as defined by 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2), potential adverse effects on architectural resources can 

include both direct physical effects—demolition, alteration, or damage from construction—and indirect 
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effects, such as the introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that may alter the 

characteristics of the historic property that qualify it for inclusion in the National Register in a manner 

that would diminish the integrity of the property’s significant historic features. Potential archaeological 

resources may be affected by construction activities resulting in disturbance to the ground surface such as 

excavation, grading, pile-driving, cutting and filling, and staging. Adverse effects may include reasonably 

foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance, 

or be cumulative.  

The Project has one APE; however, to facilitate the analysis of effects, the APE has been subdivided to 

indicate the area in which the proposed Project could cause potential direct effects and the area in which it 

could cause indirect effects. The APE is discussed in greater detail below and depicted in Attachment A. 

The portion of the Project APE in which there is the potential for the Project to cause direct effects 

consists of the limits of disturbance for the Project, which encompasses the existing railroad and bridge 

alignment and areas of proposed construction to the north and south, including the area of the new 

railroad right-of-way for the bridge approaches as well as the area affected by the relocation of the Park 

Road and the Highbridge Parking Area and areas affected by temporary construction activities.  

The portion of the Project APE in which indirect effects could occur encompasses an area within 

approximately 500 feet, ¼ mile, and ½ mile of the direct effect area. The APE includes areas that would 

have the most proximate and unobstructed views to the Project and areas where the replacement bridge 

could potentially adversely affect the character or setting of historic properties. In total, the APE 

encompasses areas that would be directly affected within Letchworth State Park, areas to the north and 

south in the park that would have the most proximate views and relationship with the elements of the park 

to be altered by the Project, and areas outside the park east of the Genesee River that could fall within 

visual and audible range of the Project. Beyond the APE, the Project would not be anticipated to alter the 

character or setting of historic properties as distance, topography, and view obstructing vegetation 

decreases the potential for adverse visual, audible, or atmospheric effects. 

2. STEPS TAKEN TO IDENTIFY HISTORIC PROPERTIES 

The methodology used for identifying historic properties in the Project APE is as follows.  

PREVIOUSLY IDENTIFIED HISTORIC PROPERTIES 

Information on resources previously listed in or determined eligible for listing in the S/NR were collected 

from the SHPO’s inventory of historic properties, housed in Waterford, New York. The National Park 

Service’s list of National Historic Landmarks was also consulted. The only historic property identified in 

the APE is Letchworth State Park (S/NR), with the bulk of the APE located in the park. This historic 

property is shown on the APE map in Attachment A. The NR Nomination Form for the park provides 

documentation for previously evaluated resources that contribute to the characteristics that qualify 

Letchworth State Park for the S/NR. 

Letchworth State Park was listed on the New York State Register of Historic Places on June 16, 2003 

under provisions of the SHPA. The Park was listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NR) on 

November 4, 2005 under provisions of the NHPA. The Park meets NR criteria A, B, C, and D and is 

significant at local, state, and national levels
1
:  

 Criterion A: Property associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 

patterns of our history. Letchworth State Park is significant in the categories of agriculture, 

                                                      

1
  The description of the NR criteria for which Letchworth State Park has been determined significant is taken from 

the NR Registration (Nomination) Form for Letchworth State Park, Section 8, June 16, 2003, pp. 1-10. 
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conservation, engineering, recreation/preservation, entertainment/recreation, ethnic heritage, 

exploration/settlement, industry, military, science, social history, and transportation.  

 Criterion B: Property is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past.  Significant 

persons associated with Letchworth State Park include William Letchworth and Mary Jemison. 

 Criterion C: Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 

construction or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values, or represents a 

significant and distinguishable entity whose components lack individual distinction. Letchworth State 

Park is significant in the category of architecture for the range of historic building types, styles, and 

construction techniques represented throughout the park that reflect multiple layers of history; is 

significant in the category of art for the statue of Mary Jemison at the Council House Grounds; is 

significant in the category of engineering for structures in the park including the Genesee Valley 

Canal, the Portage High Bridge, the Mount Morris Dam, and roads, bridges, and trails built by the 

Civilian Conservation Corps; and is significant in the category of landscape architecture for its 

distinctive examples of landscape design spanning from 1860 through the 1940s. 

 Criterion D: Property has yielded, or is likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

The area of the park was historically occupied by early pre-Iroquoian Native Americans, through the 

Seneca period, and into the era of settlement and transportation development by European Americans. 

Letchworth State Park is a significant resource under Criterion D for both precontact and historic 

archaeological remains of Native American settlements, and historic resources from the European 

settlement period. There are 15 known archaeological sites in the park, with the potential for other 

precontact and historic period resources. 

In total, Letchworth State Park contains approximately 14,345 acres on both sides of the Genesee River. 

The Genesee River follows a meandering course, some 17 miles long, through deeply cut canyons, with 

three large waterfalls, the Upper, Middle, and Lower Falls, located in the park at its southern end (see 

Figures C-1 through C-4 of Attachment C). The park originated as the estate of William Pryor 

Letchworth, who began purchasing property near the three waterfalls in 1859. Letchworth, a Buffalo 

merchant, social reformer, who was also dedicated to the conservation of natural resources and Native 

American heritage, purchased over 1,000 acres of land around the park’s three waterfalls in 1859. 

Letchworth constructed a home—Glen Iris—on the west side of the river in what is now the south end of 

the park; the house now operates as the Glen Iris Inn (see Figure C-7 of Attachment C). Letchworth 

deeded his 1,000-acre estate to New York State in 1907 to the stewardship of the American Scenic and 

Historic Preservation Society in order to protect the land from future development and the park was 

established four years later. The American Scenic and Historic Preservation Society ceded the land to the 

State of New York as part of the state’s new park system in the 1930s. During the 1920s and 30s, the park 

was expanded through the acquisition of land toward the north and along the east side of the Genesee 

River and by 1952, most of the land that makes up today’s Letchworth State Park had been purchased or 

given to the State of New York. The American Scenic and Historic Preservation Society, and later, the 

Civilian Conservation Corps instituted by President Roosevelt during the Great Depression made 

numerous changes and improvements to the park. Today, Letchworth State Park is under the jurisdiction 

of the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP).  

The National Register nomination includes 338 inventoried contributing resources located in the park. 

These include resources that span a period of significance from 1000 B.C. to 1952. Park elements that are 

identified as contributing resources include archaeological sites, as well as built features that include, but 

are not limited to, bridges, trails, roads, stone walls, parking lots, historic markers, water fountains, picnic 

tables, benches, and fireplaces and buildings including the Glen Iris Inn, cabins, comfort stations, and 

picnic shelters. The NR nomination also includes 147 non-contributing properties, a number of which are 

listed as non-contributing due to age only.   
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Contributing Resources to Letchworth State Park in the APE 

The APE contains a number of resources that contribute to the significance of Letchworth State Park. 

These include the Portageville Bridge, three trails (the Gorge Trail, the Mary Jemison Trail, and the 

Genesee Valley Greenway/Finger Lakes Trail), Glen Iris, remnants of the Genesee Valley Canal system, 

a portion of the Park Road, several parking lots including the Highbridge Parking Area and parking lots 

located at Glen Iris Inn and the Upper and Middle Falls Picnic Area, scenic overlooks including those at 

the Middle Falls and at Glen Iris, structures at the Upper and Middle Falls Picnic Area including comfort 

stations, picnic shelters, and stone picnic tables and water fountains, and fieldstone walls.   

PREVIOUSLY UNIDENTIFIED HISTORIC PROPERTIES 

A field survey and documentary research to identify if there were buildings, structures, or objects of 

potential S/NR significance that had not previously been identified was undertaken in the portion of the 

APE outside the boundaries of Letchworth State Park by an architectural historian who meets the 

National Park Service (NPS) Professional Qualification Standards for Architectural History, codified 

under 36 CFR Part 61. No such resources were identified. 

Archaeological Resources 

Due to the known Native American and historical use of the area and presence of cultural resources 

within Letchworth State Park, a series of archaeological investigations were undertaken in the direct 

effects portion of the APE to establish presence or absence of previously undocumented archaeological 

resources based on the standards of the New York State Education Department Cultural Resources Survey 

Program Work-Scope Specifications for Cultural Resources Investigations (NYSED 2004) and Standards 

for Cultural Resources Investigations and the Curation of Archaeological Collections prepared by the 

New York Archaeological Council (1994) and endorsed by the OPRHP. Investigations to identify 

archaeological resources typically proceed in a two-phase process generally consisting of Phase I 

(determining the presence of archaeological resources through documentary research and field testing), 

and Phase II (collecting sufficient data to evaluate NR eligibility).  

A Phase I Cultural Resources Reconnaissance Survey Report was prepared for the APE for direct effects. 

Based on the conclusions of the Phase I report, Phase II archaeological investigations were undertaken. 

The Phase I Cultural Resource Reconnaissance Survey was conducted by Hartgen Archeological 

Associates, Inc. in August 2009. Following completion of that report, as the Project design evolved, its 

disturbance footprint expanded, and additional areas that then fell within the APE for direct effects were 

subject to Phase IB field investigations. The results of these subsequent investigations were summarized 

in an Addendum to the Phase I report, also prepared by Hartgen Archeological Associates, Inc., dated 

June 20, 2012. The Phase I reports concluded that the east portion of the APE (on the east side of the 

Genesee River in Livingston County) was sensitive for 19th and 20th century historic-period 

archaeological resources.  

Therefore, Phase II archaeological investigations were completed in November 2010, and the results of 

the Phase II testing were summarized in an End of Fieldwork Letter dated January 27, 2011 and in a 

subsequent Phase II Archaeological Investigation report dated April 2011. The Phase II archaeological 

investigations were designed to define site boundaries, including to determine the vertical and horizontal 

limits of the site, and to collect sufficient archaeological data for an assessment of NR eligibility of the 

archaeological resources identified by the Phase I report in the APE on the east side of the Genesee River. 

Within the APE to the west of the Genesee River, no archaeological resources were identified as a result 

of field investigations.  
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The results of these investigations are summarized below. The SHPO has concurred with the findings of 

the archaeological investigations.
1
  

Pre-Contact Archaeological Resources 

In general, the occupation of the Genesee River Valley has been well documented for the entire 

prehistoric period prior to European Contact including the Paleo-Indian, Archaic, and Woodland periods 

(ca. 9,000 years B.C. through A.D. 1600). The location and proximity of the APE to previously identified 

pre-Contact archaeological sites suggest a moderate to high sensitivity for pre-Contact archaeological 

resources within the boundaries of the APE. Shovel test pits (STPs) excavated on the east side of the 

Genesee River during the Phase I survey uncovered two prehistoric artifacts (a stone flake and a 

prehistoric tool fragment) which were recovered from a disturbed context on the north side of the existing 

bridge berm. Testing in another location as part of the Phase II investigations, also on the east side of the 

Genesee River, uncovered a small assemblage of pre-Contact material consisting of 13 chert trim flakes 

(waste material associated with stone tool manufacture). Both deposits represent discrete and isolated 

finds with a limited horizontal and vertical distribution. Therefore, the pre-Contact deposits were not 

identified as NR-eligible.  

Historic-Period Archaeological Resources 

The Revolutionary War in the late 18th century brought about the end of Native American occupation of 

the Genesee River. After the war ended, towns were established in the area and development quickly 

changed the landscape. The fertile soils lining the Genesee River were among the most attractive lands for 

the new population.  

Settlement of the eastern and western sides of the river began in the early 19th century, increased with the 

extension of the Genesee Valley Canal into the area in the 1840s. In response to the influx of people 

brought by the new rail lines established in the area by the Erie Railroad, an inn known as the Cascade 

House was established within or immediately adjacent to the APE on the east side of the river. The 

Cascade House stood for more than a century and after being abandoned, burned to the ground in the 

1960s. The building is depicted on historic maps as early as 1852 and it is identified on several early 

maps as the “Lauman House” or simply as a hotel. 

The Erie Railroad was constructed in the 1850s (in the area now encompassed by the APE) and an early 

station house associated with the railroad is depicted on a mid-19th century map within the APE on the 

east side of the river. By the early 1870s, a freight depot had been constructed farther to the east and a 

depot had been constructed to the southwest of the Cascade House, also within the APE. By the early 

20th century, residences occupied by the Patterson and Rendez families had also been constructed to the 

south of the APE on the eastern side of the river. No historic maps depict any structures within the portion 

of the APE to the west of the river.  

Because of the mid-19th century historic development in the eastern portion of the APE, most notably the 

establishment of the Cascade House, the foundations of which are still visible, the APE on the east side of 

the river was considered to have high sensitivity for historic-period archaeological resources.   

 Cascade House Historic Site 

In the vicinity of the extant foundation walls of the Cascade House, Phase I testing revealed a wide 

variety of intact cultural deposits dating to the historic period. Three clusters of archaeological resources, 

designated as Areas (loci) A, B, and C, were identified by archaeologists. These included 19th and 20th 

                                                      

1
 In a letter dated September 24, 2010, the SHPO concurred with the recommendations of the Phase I report. The 

SHPO also concurred with the recommendations of the Addendum for the additional Phase IB field investigations 

in a letter dated September 4, 2012. In a letter dated May 23, 2011, the SHPO concurred with the findings of the 

Phase II report and indicated that the research potential of the Cascade House in the APE has been exhausted and 

that they have no further concerns with respect to archaeological resources. 
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century cultural materials including artifacts associated with domestic usage (i.e., ceramics and glass) or 

architectural purposes (including window glass and nails), tentatively identified as associated with the 

Cascade House.   

The Phase II investigations yielded additional historic-period deposits associated with the 19th and 20th 

century development of the eastern portion of the APE.  

In Area A, deposits generally containing both glass and railroad hardware, including spikes and metal 

fragments, were found near the railroad right-of-way within multiple layers of coal slag and soil, 

indicating filling and grading episodes relating to railroad construction. A concrete footing was also 

uncovered, and appears to be the remnant of a railroad signal tower. A small assemblage of domestic 

items relating to the late 19th and early 20th centuries was also uncovered. 

Material encountered in Area B north of the Cascade House yielded significantly fewer domestic artifacts 

than encountered during the Phase IB testing and included very small architectural-related items, e.g. 

window glass, nails, and roofing material, associated with the former hotel structure. Though historic 

photographs of the Cascade House show an extensive two-story wrap-around porch and a walkway, no 

porch footings or evidence of the walkway were uncovered. It is possible that these features may have 

been removed along with the structural remains of the hotel after it was destroyed by fire. The 

foundations of the Cascade House are located outside the APE to the south. 

Testing in Area C yielded the highest concentrations of artifacts. Material encountered was contained in a 

surface midden (or trash dumping area), the majority of which extends south beyond the limits of the 

APE. These materials consisted of a variety of domestic artifacts dating to the late 19th and early 20th 

centuries. 

Phase II testing recovered an adequate sample of the historic-period material to assess the research 

potential of the three areas (A, B, and C) identified as part of the Cascade House Historic Site.  No further 

archaeological excavations were recommended, and no NR-eligible cultural deposits were identified 

within the APE as tested.  

Therefore, in summary, there are no NR-eligible archaeological resources within the APE.  

3. EVALUATION OF PROJECT IMPACT ON IDENTIFIED HISTORIC PROPERTIES 

The Project would directly affect approximately 9.3 acres within the larger approximately 14,345-acre 

Park. Table 1 depicts contributing resources to Letchworth State Park and indicates those resources that 

would be removed, relocated, or altered as part of the Project. A description of these contributing 

resources and a discussion of the Project’s effects are provided below  



8 

Table 1 
Contributing Resources in Letchworth State Park and Summary of Changes  

Name Location Changes – Preferred Alternative 

Portage High Bridge Crosses the Genesee River  Demolition and Removal 

Glen Iris Inn & Associated Resources West side of the Genesee River, 
north of the Portage High Bridge 
and west of the Park Road 

Minor changes to viewshed, no 
physical changes 

Gorge Trail (Trail #1) West side of the Genesee River 
along the gorge 

Removal and Relocation of Southern 
Trailhead  

Mary Jemison Trail (Trail #2) Extends between the Highbridge 
Parking Area and Council Grounds 
on the west side of the Genesee 
River 

Removal and Relocation of Southern 
Trailhead 

Genesee Valley Greenway/Finger 
Lakes Trail (Trail #7) 

East side of the Genesee River 
along the gorge, crosses beneath 
the Portage High Bridge 

Minor changes to viewshed, no 
physical changes 

Genesee Valley Canal Remnants East side of Genesee River No Change 

Park Road West side of the Genesee River, 
crosses beneath the Portage High 
Bridge 

Removal and Shift of 700 Linear Feet 
of the Roadway 

Highbridge Parking Area & Historic 
Marker 

West side of the Genesee River, 
south of Portage High Bridge and 
west of Park Road 

Removal and Relocation 

Upper and Middle Falls Picnic Area 
Resources  

West side of the Genesee River, 
north of the Portage High Bridge 

No changes 

Fieldstone Walls West side of the Genesee River, 
border Park Road and Gorge Trail 
(Trail #1) 

Removal of Sections 

 

PORTAGEVILLE BRIDGE (PORTAGE HIGH BRIDGE) 

The Portageville Bridge, which is also known as the Portage High Bridge, was built in 1875, replacing an 

earlier wood bridge that was destroyed by fire. The Portageville Bridge operates as part of Norfolk 

Southern’s Southern Tier route. The bridge is an 819-foot-long steel viaduct carrying a single railroad 

track approximately 245 feet above the Genesee River gorge (see Figures C-1 through C-3 and Figures 

C-6 through C-8 of Attachment C). The bridge is identified as a contributing element in the NR 

nomination for Letchworth State Park. 

The bridge was designed by engineer George Morison, and built in a few months by the Watson 

Manufacturing Company of Paterson, New Jersey. The bridge was built with a single track, and 

composed of 13 cast and wrought iron Pratt deck trusses. It was built with approximately 1.3 million 

pounds of iron. The trusses were carried on six large towers, two of which are set in masonry piers in the 

river and four on the river banks. The bridge has subsequently undergone several alterations. In 1903-04 

the superstructure was replaced, with only the bents and masonry piers retained. Approximately 260 tons 

of the original iron was replaced with new steel. The bridge was subsequently reinforced and modified 

during the 1940s. The bridge presently consists of ten plate-girder spans, and three Pratt deck trusses. 

The bridge structure is at the end of its useful life as a freight rail structure and has inadequate loading 

capabilities. This restricts the type of traffic that can operate on it, and thereby impairs the utility of the 

entire segment of the Southern Tier route associated with the bridge. Due to its age and condition, 

unprecedented continuous monitoring has been installed, and inspections and maintenance are required on 

a significantly more frequent basis than at other similar facilities. Such monitoring and maintenance is 

costly, time-consuming, and inefficient, as well as dangerous to undertake and requires safety measures to 

be undertaken due to the bridge’s height and location above the Upper Falls. In 2009, Norfolk Southern 



9 

closed the Southern Tier route for three days to allow for an emergency inspection and repair of the 

bridge after a structural crack, broken rivets, and a broken structural I-bar were found on the bridge. Due 

to its condition, train speeds have been reduced from a typical 35 MPH limit to 10 MPH.  

A number of alternatives were explored that assessed the feasibility of retaining the Portageville Bridge in 

relation to the Project’s purpose and need:  

 Repair/Retrofit Existing Bridge: Under this alternative, the Portageville Bridge would be repaired 

and retrofitted to the capacity needed to meet current and future freight transport needs. This 

would require each of the bridge’s deficient members to be strengthened or replaced, which could 

impact the integrity of the historic bridge structure. The necessary repairs and retrofits could not 

be feasibly undertaken while the Portageville Bridge is open to rail traffic, and therefore would 

involve closures of the existing bridge for certain rehabilitation activities, resulting in the 

rerouting and partial cessation of train traffic for up to 18 months. The rerouting of rail traffic 

would incur extensive costs and delays and result in the potential permanent loss of Norfolk 

Southern’s affected customers. Repairing and retrofitting the bridge would also not effectively 

extend the bridge’s useful life or improve the efficiency of rail operations, and even with repairs 

and retrofits, fatigue and corrosion would continue to degrade structural elements of the bridge, 

which would continue to incur substantial maintenance and inspection requirements, and would 

accelerate over time as the structure continues to age. Therefore, this alternative would not be 

feasible and prudent and does not meet the Project’s purpose and need. 

 New Bridge on Parallel Alignment/Convey Existing Bridge: This alternative would involve 

construction of a new rail bridge approximately 75 feet south of the existing bridge, with the 

existing bridge remaining for a non-railroad purpose under new ownership. Rail tracks would be 

modified for about 1,200 feet on either side of the bridge to accommodate the new bridge 

alignment. Maintenance, repairs, and any modifications to the existing bridge would be the 

responsibility of the new owner. However, OPRHP has made clear it cannot take responsibility 

for the existing bridge and no suitable owner has been identified for the existing bridge. Without 

a suitable owner to take responsibility for the existing bridge, this alternative is not feasible. 

Moreover, while this alternative would allow the bridge to remain in place, it would not entirely 

avoid removal of some components of the existing historic bridge and the two side-by-side 

bridges would be more obstructive to scenic views than a single bridge, resulting in adverse 

visual impacts on Letchworth State Park. 

 Construct New Southern Alignment/Convey Existing Bridge: This alternative would result in the 

construction of a new southern alignment for Norfolk Southern’s Southern Tier route outside of 

Letchworth State Park. The Portageville Bridge and other nearby contributing historic elements 

of the park would be retained, and the bridge would be conveyed to a new owner, who would be 

responsible for its repairs, maintenance, and other modifications since the bridge would no longer 

be used for rail purposes. However, this alternative is impractical and would not effectively meet 

the Project’s purpose and need. It would require construction of a new, 4.5-mile-long rail route 

and related infrastructure outside of the park and would have substantial impacts on adjacent land 

along the route. It would involve costs that would be substantially greater than other Project 

alternatives and would require substantial property acquisition. Further, OPRHP has made clear it 

cannot take on responsibility for the existing bridge. Without a suitable owner to take 

responsibility for the existing bridge, this alternative is not feasible. 

 Reroute Rail Traffic/Convey Existing Bridge: Under this alternative, a substantial portion of 

Norfolk Southern’s Southern Tier route and the Portageville Bridge would cease operation and 

rail freight traffic would be rerouted between Binghamton and Buffalo. The bridge would be 

conveyed to a new owner, who would be responsible for its repairs, maintenance, and other 

modifications since the bridge would no longer be used for rail purposes. This alternative would 
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require that rail freight traffic use alternative routes between Binghamton and Buffalo, which 

would restrict or remove rail freight service to a number of communities, negatively affecting the 

region’s economy. This alternative would not meet Norfolk Southern’s business plan for its New 

York operations and would under-utilize other recent capital improvements to the Southern Tier 

route that have independent utility but also contribute to improved overall service along this 

route. This alternative would therefore not meet the Project’s purpose and need and may result in 

an adverse effect to the historic structure. Further, no suitable owner has been identified for the 

existing bridge; OPRHP has made clear it cannot take on this responsibility. Without a suitable 

owner to take responsibility for the existing bridge, this alternative is not feasible, and for the 

reasons noted above, this alternative is not prudent and feasible.  

These alternatives were rejected because 1) they were not feasible—in other words, they could not be 

built as a matter of sound engineering practice; 2) they did not meet the Project’s purpose and need, 

which is to upgrade or replace the existing bridge so that the Genesee River crossing can meet modern 

freight rail capacity and weight standards and to maintain acceptable levels of safety; or 3) they presented 

engineering, operational, and environmental concerns that made them imprudent.  

The Preferred Alternative would demolish the Portageville Bridge, including its support piers in the 

Genesee River, to allow the Project to meet its goals and objectives with respect to operation and safety. 

Visual simulations included in Attachment E depict views of the existing Portageville Bridge and the 

proposed new bridge from different vantage points in Letchworth State Park. Construction of a new 

bridge to the south of the existing bridge would require removal or alterations of other contributing 

resources in Letchworth State Park, as discussed below.  

GORGE AND MARY JEMISON TRAILS 

Portions of two trails that are contributing resources to the park’s S/NR listing fall within the direct 

effects portion of the APE. The Gorge Trail (Trail #1) runs approximately seven miles along the west 

bank of the Genesee River (see Figures C-5 and C-6 of Attachment C). The trail is one of the oldest in 

the park, and originated as a footpath of the Seneca Indians during the 1700s. The trail is bordered by 

stone walls and has stone stairs at various points. The trail provides vistas of the Genesee River gorge, its 

waterfalls, and in a number of locations, the Portageville Bridge. 

The Mary Jemison Trail (Trail #2) extends west from a small parking lot (the Highbridge Parking Area) 

located west of  Park Road and just south of the Portageville Bridge, also on the west bank of the Genesee 

River (see Figure C-6 of Attachment C). It is a gravel and dirt path that extends 2.5 miles from the 

parking lot to a site known as the Council Grounds, primarily through woodland.  

The Preferred Alternative would require the removal and relocation of the southern trailheads of the 

Gorge and Mary Jemison Trails. 

PARK ROAD 

The main park road (known as Park Road) is a contributing element of Letchworth State Park, with the 

southern portion of the road originally laid out by William Letchworth and the American Scenic and 

Historic Preservation Society (see Figures C-5 and C-6 of Attachment C). It is a paved two-lane road 

bordered by low fieldstone walls that crosses beneath the Portageville Bridge in the APE. The Preferred 

Alternative would result in a westward shift of approximately 700 linear feet of Park Road at the 

Portageville Bridge. This westward shift is required to move the road out of the area where new bridge 

foundations are proposed in the western gorge wall. 

HIGHBRIDGE PARKING AREA 

The small Highbridge Parking Area located west of Park Road and south of the Portageville Bridge, 

located partially in Norfolk Southern’s right-of-way, is a contributing resource to Letchworth State Park. 

The parking lot is paved and was constructed before 1940 (see Figures C-5 and C-6 of Attachment C). 
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The Highbridge Parking Area provides access to the beginning of the Gorge Trail (Trail #1) located 

across Park Road, and to the beginning of the Mary Jemison Trail (Trail #2), which is accessed from the 

west end of the parking lot. As the Highbridge Parking Area is located within the new rail right-of-way of 

the Preferred Alternative, the parking area would be removed and relocated to parkland north of the 

railroad right-of-way. 

HIGHBRIDGE PARKING AREA HISTORIC MARKER 

A historic marker is located at the small Highbridge Parking Area near the Portageville Bridge (see 

Figure C-6 of Attachment C). The marker consists of a metal sign set on a wood post that reads 

“Portage Bridge Replaces Largest Wooden Bridge in the World Built in 1852. 300 acres of Timber used 

in Construction. Burned in 1875.” The marker indicates it was installed by the State Education 

Department in 1935. When the Highbridge Park Area is relocated under the Preferred Alternative, the 

historic marker that describes the former 1852 bridge would also have to be relocated. 

FIELDSTONE WALLS  

Fieldstone walls were built by William Letchworth, the American Scenic and Historic Preservation 

Society, the Civilian Conservation Corps, and the Genesee State Park Region throughout the park and 

border portions of the Park Road and the Gorge Trail (Trail #1). See Figures C-5 and C-6 of 

Attachment C). Fieldstone walls would be removed as part of the shifting of the Park Road at the 

Portageville Bridge and the removal and relocation of the trailhead of the Gorge Trail (Trail #1).   

OTHER CONTRIBUTING RESOURCES 

The Project would not result in direct effects to other contributing resources in Letchworth State Park. 

The Glen Iris Inn, built by William Letchworth, is located approximately ½ mile north of the Portageville 

Bridge on the west side of the Genesee River in the indirect effects portion of the APE. It is a two- and 

three-story frame house built in the mid 19th century and designed in the Greek Revival style (see Figure 

C-7 of Attachment C). The house has a wrap-around two-story colonnade capped by a balustrade and 

has a gable roof. The Glen Iris Inn has a large lawn lined with trees. A stone terrace faces the Genesee 

River gorge, and provides an overlook above the Middle Falls. Other contributing elements associated 

with the Glen Iris Inn include a metal plaque honoring William P. Letchworth, located above the Middle 

Falls on the low stone wall bordering the Glen Iris Inn overlook. The plaque reads “In Grateful Memory 

of William Pryor Letchworth L.L.D. Humanitarian Conservationist Donor of Glen Iris and His Estate 

Comprising the Original 1000 of the Park Includes Upper, Middle, and Lower Falls so that this Gorge 

Might Remain a Place of Inspiration and Beauty Forever.” A number of parking lots associated with the 

Glen Iris Inn and landscaping elements, including memorial trees, are also contributing elements. The 

Portageville Bridge is only partially visible from the stone terrace that faces the Genesee River gorge and 

that provides an overlook above the Middle Falls; the bridge is visible above and behind the tree canopy 

of the Upper and Middle Falls Picnic Area (see Figure C-4 of Attachment C). The bridge is not visible 

from other locations at the Glen Iris Inn, including the lawn and colonnaded porch.  

On the east side of the Genesee River, the Genesee Valley Greenway/Finger Lakes Trail (Trail #7) runs 

along the gorge. The path follows the route of the former Pennsylvania Railroad, and railroad ties and 

also remnants of the preceding Genesee Valley Canal system are visible. The Genesee Valley Canal was 

constructed in the mid 19th century, with the goal of providing a navigable canal from the Erie Canal in 

Rochester through the Genesee Valley to the Allegany River. The canal was completed in 1863, but was 

never financially successful and was abandoned in 1878, as its transportation benefits were supplanted by 

those of railroads. The trail and elements of the former Genesee Valley Canal, including railroad remains, 

are contributing resources of Letchworth State Park in the indirect effects portion of the APE. The 

Genesee Valley Greenway Trail crosses beneath the existing railroad bridge structure. From locations 

close to the bridge, views of the existing bridge are available (see Figure C-7 of Attachment C). In most 

other locations, the Portageville Bridge is not visible due to trees and dense vegetation.  
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Other contributing elements in indirect effects portion of the APE include stone walls, scenic overlooks, 

including those at the Middle Falls and at Glen Iris, and elements associated with the Upper and Middle 

Falls picnic area, located north of the Portageville Bridge. These include comfort stations and picnic 

shelters built in 1929/1930, stone picnic tables and water fountains, and stone steps leading from the 

upper to lower parts of the picnic area. The large paved Upper and Middle Falls parking lot is also a 

contributing element constructed circa 1930. The Portageville Bridge is visible from the edge of the 

Upper and Middle Falls picnic area along the gorge (see Figure C-8 of Attachment C), but has a limited 

visibility from within the interior portions of this recreational area due to trees and dense vegetation that 

obscure most views. 

DISCUSSION OF PROJECT EFFECTS 

The Project would change the park’s setting in the area where direct effects would occur and in proximity 

to this area, as the alignment of the railroad right-of-way in the park would shift to the south by 

approximately 75 feet. However, the railroad, its alignment, and infrastructure, including a bridge 

crossing the Genesee River gorge, have been part of the setting of the park since the mid-19th century. 

The replacement bridge would be anticipated to have similar visibility from different vantage points in the 

park as the Portageville Bridge, since the replacement bridge would cross the gorge close to the existing 

bridge alignment and because of its location to the south, would appear to be at a lower elevation than the 

existing bridge in the viewshed (see visual simulations contained in Attachment E). With the Preferred 

Alternative, train speeds at the new bridge would increase from 10 MPH to 35 MPH approaching and 

traversing the bridge. Noise analyses performed as part of the EIS to assess noise levels associated with 

the operation of the Project concluded that operation of the Preferred Alternative would not result in noise 

impacts that would be considered severe, and, therefore, would not cause adverse audible effects to 

Letchworth State Park. 

The Preferred Alternative would remove and demolish the existing Portageville Bridge, and permanently 

alter other contributing resources of Letchworth State Park, including the Gorge and Mary Jemison Trails, 

Highbridge Parking Area and Historic Marker, Park Road, and fieldstone walls, either through removal, 

relocation or modification as described above.  These changes contribute to the evaluation of the Project’s 

adverse effects on Letchworth State Park. 

4. BASIS FOR RECOMMENDED PROJECT FINDING 

FHWA, in coordination with NYSDOT and in consultation with the SHPO, has applied the Criteria of 

Adverse Effect (36 CFR 800.5(a)(1)) to identified historic properties within the APE, and finds the 

Project will have an Adverse Effect under the Preferred Alternative, due to the proposed removal and 

demolition of the existing Portageville Bridge and removal and alterations of other contributing resources 

within Letchworth State Park.  

Measures to avoid or minimize adverse effects have been developed through extensive consultation 

among Norfolk Southern, OPRHP, the SHPO, FHWA, and NYSDOT in accordance with the SHPA and 

in compliance with Section 106.  

MEASURES TO AVOID OR MINIMIZE EFFECTS 

 Contributing Resources – Letchworth State Park 

In addition to the contributing resources located in the APE for direct effects that could be directly 

affected by the Project, other contributing resources are located outside of the APE for direct effects but 

in close proximity to possible Project construction, including portions of the Gorge, Mary Jemison, and 

Genesee Valley Greenway/Finger Lakes Trails and fieldstone walls. In order to avoid accidental damage 

to adjacent resources as a result of construction activities associated with the removal of the existing 

Portageville Bridge and construction of the new Genesee River railroad crossing, Norfolk Southern will 

prepare a Construction Protection Plan (CPP). The CPP will describe the measures that would be 
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implemented to protect historic park features from vibration, excavation, and damage from heavy 

equipment, and to control and manage fugitive dust, erosion, noise, lighting and visual effects of 

construction activities to the extent practicable.  

Archaeological Resources 

The foundation remains and most of the surrounding Cascade House property lie outside the APE. 

Therefore, an Avoidance Plan was prepared to ensure that construction disturbance does not inadvertently 

occur south of the APE in the Cascade House Historic Site. The limits of the APE (the construction 

limits) have been marked in the field and the Avoidance Plan stipulates that construction fencing would 

be placed along the perimeter of the construction limits marked in the field and as indicated on site plans.
1
 

The SHPO concurred with the recommendations set forth in the Avoidance Plan in a letter dated 

September 4, 2012. 

In addition, staging area limitations will be placed on the parcel on the east approach to the Portageville 

Bridge between Portageville Road and the existing Norfolk Southern right-of-way, to ensure that no 

subsurface activities occur. This parcel lies in a historically sensitive area and the type or limits of cultural 

resources have not been determined.   

MEASURES TO MITIGATE ADVERSE EFFECTS 

A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) will be developed to resolve adverse effects, as agreed upon 

through consultation. Measures to mitigate the Project’s adverse effects will be included in a Draft MOA, 

to be developed through consultation among Norfolk Southern, OPRHP, the SHPO, FHWA, the Advisory 

Council on Historic Preservation (if participating), NYSDOT, and Consulting Parties established in 

accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA. Proposed mitigation measures developed to date among 

Norfolk Southern, OPRHP, the SHPO, FHWA, and NYSDOT include: 

 Educational and Interpretive Materials at Letchworth State Park to include creation of an 

interpretive plan; salvage, conservation, and installation of a certain amount of the base of Pier 11 

of the Portageville Bridge; and installation of two interpretive kiosks and an exhibit. 

 Historic American Engineering Record (HAER)-Level Recordation. Additional HAER level 

recordation of the Portageville Bridge, including additional archival photography and a narrative 

that describes the physical characteristics of the Portageville Bridge and its history will be 

prepared. 

 Restoration of Portions of the Gorge Trail. This includes salvage to the extent feasible, of stone 

from the walls of the portion of the Gorge Trail that will be relocated for the Project, for reuse 

along the relocated portion of the Gorge Trail. In addition, the portion of the existing Gorge Trail 

between the proposed construction zone for the Project and the Middle Falls (outside the Project 

limits) will be restored. 

5. CONSULTING PARTY AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

NYSDOT and FHWA have solicited input from Consulting Parties and the public concerning the 

Project’s effect on historic properties. Outreach completed to date and future planned outreach to 

Consulting Parties and the public is described below.  

CONSULTING PARTIES 

 NYSDOT and FHWA have reached out to representatives of federally-recognized Native American 

tribes with an interest in the geographical area of the Project location.  Representatives of the Seneca 

                                                      

1
 The construction limits that have been marked in the field will be field checked and re-marked as necessary prior 

to construction to ensure accuracy. 
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Nation of Indians, Tonawanda Seneca Nation, and Tuscarora Nation were first invited to a meeting 

that was held on September 9, 2010, which was attended by representatives of the Seneca Nation.
1
  

Subsequent to FHWA involvement in the Project, FHWA formally initiated Section 106 consultation 

with the Nations, inviting them to meet with FHWA and NYSDOT representatives (see Attachment 

F).  

 Invitations to participate in Section 106 consultation were also extended to involved agencies, local 

preservation groups, and other potentially interested parties (see Attachment F). Seven organizations 

have requested Consulting Party Status and have been approved by FHWA (see Attachment B).  

 A Section 106 information package, including this Finding Documentation, will be sent to the Seneca 

Nation, Tonawanda Seneca Nation, Tuscarora Nation, and other Consulting Parties, along with an 

invitation to a meeting of Consulting Parties to be held prior to the issuance of the Project’s DEIS.   

Consulting Parties will be provided with the draft MOA, and will have an opportunity to offer their 

input at the meeting and through written comments following a 30 day review period. 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

 A Section 106 information table and sign-up location was provided at the November 19, 2013 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) NEPA public scoping meeting held in Mount Morris, New 

York.  

 The Draft Finding Documentation and Draft MOA are included in the DEIS. Upon FHWA’s approval 

of the DEIS for public circulation and the placing of the Notice of Availability in the Federal Register 

thereafter, the public review period for the DEIS will begin. A public hearing will be held during the 

public comment period, and members of the public can offer oral testimony on the findings of the 

DEIS. Written comments will also be accepted. 

6. ATTACHMENTS 

A.  Area of Potential Effect and Locations of Historic Properties 

 

B.  Public Involvement and Consulting Party Participation 

 List of Section 106 Consulting Parties 

 

C.  Existing Conditions Photographs 

 Figure C-1: Aerial Photograph 

 Figure C-2: Map of South End of Letchworth State Park and Photograph Key 

 Figure C-3: Portageville Bridge 

 Figure C-4: Gorge Trail #1 and Context 

 Figure C-5: Park Road, Highbridge Parking Area, and Gorge Trail #1 

 Figure C-6: Park Road and Portageville Bridge 

 Figure C-7: Glen Iris Inn and Context 

 Figure C-8: Norfolk Southern Right-of-Way 

 

D.  Location, Plans, and Profiles of Existing and Replacement Bridge  

 Figure D-1: Project Location 

 Figure D-2: Current Train Routing over Portageville Bridge 

                                                      

1
  Representatives of the Tonawanda Seneca Nation were unable to attend the meeting, but were briefed after the 

meeting by the Seneca Nation.  This meeting was held in anticipation of the Project  having federal involvement, 

including approvals and permits by the National Park Service, United States Army Corps of Engineers, and was 

held prior to FHWA’s involvement in the Project.  
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 Figure D-3: Existing Norfolk Southern Right-of-Way at Genesee River Crossing and Footprint of 

Existing Bridge 

 Figure D-4: Existing Portageville Bridge: Plan and Elevation 

 Figure D-5: Preferred Alternative Plan 

 Figure D-6: Profile of Proposed New Bridge 

 

E.  Visual Simulations  

 Figure E-1: Visual Simulations Viewpoint Photograph Locations 

 Figure E-2: Existing Conditions – Viewpoint A  

 Figure E-3: Existing Conditions – Viewpoint B  

 Figure E-4: Existing Conditions – Viewpoint C 

 Figure E-5: Existing Conditions – Viewpoint D 

 Figure E-6: Preferred Alternative – Viewpoint A 

 Figure E-7: Preferred Alternative – Viewpoint B 

 Figure E-8: Preferred Alternative – Viewpoint C 

 Figure E-9: Preferred Alternative – Viewpoint D 

 

F.  Correspondence  

 Transmittals of September 13 -22, 2010 from NYSDOT to Native American Tribes, Phase 1 Survey 

Report 

 Letter of September 24, 2010 from SHPO to AKRF, Inc., Phase I Survey Report 

 Letter of February 24, 2011 from the Seneca Nation to NYSDOT  

 Transmittals of May 9, 2011 from NYSDOT to Native American Tribes, Phase II Survey Report 

 Letter of May 23, 2011 from SHPO to NYSDOT, Phase II Survey Report 

 Transmittals of August 8 and 22, 2012 from NYSDOT to Native American Tribes, Phase 1B 

Addendum and Avoidance Plan 

 Letter of September 4, 2012 from SHPO to NYSDOT, Phase IB Addendum and Avoidance Plan 

 Letter of November 14, 2013 from FHWA to National Park Service 

 Letters of November 14, 2013 from FHWA to Native American Tribes  

 Letters of November 15, 2013 from NYSDOT to Consulting Parties 

 Letters of November 18, 2013 from FHWA to Native American Tribes  

 Letter of January 7, 2014 from NYSDOT to FHWA requesting approval of Seven Consulting Parties. 

 Letter of January 17, 2014 from FHWA to NYSDOT approving Consulting Parties. 
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND CONSULTING PARTY 
PARTICIPATION 



PORTAGEVILLE BRIDGE 
SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTIES 

NAME ADDRESS PHONE/EMAIL 

Landmark Society of Western 
New York 
Ms. Caitlin Meives, Preservation 
planner 

133 S. Fitzhugh Street 
Rochester, NY 14608 

 
Phone: (585)-546-7029 ext. 27 
Fax: (585)-546-4788 
cmeives@landmarksociety.org 
 

Friends of the Genesee Valley 
Greenway 
Edward Holmes 
Joan Schumaker 
 

Box 42 
Mt. Morris, NY 14510 

 
Phone:(585)-658-2569 
fogvg@frontiernet.net 
 

HistoricBridges.Org 
Nathan Holth 

12534 Houghton Drive 
DeWitt, MI 48820 

 
Phone: (269)-290-2593 
nathan@historicbridges.org 
 

Seneca Nation of Indians  
Melissa Bach  
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
(THPO)  
Jay Toth, Tribal Archaeologist 

 

90 O:hi’yoh Way  
Salamanca, NY 14779  

 
Phone: (716) 945-1790, ext. 3580  
Emergency: (716) 244-1735  
Melissa.bach@sni.org 

Jay.toth@sni.org 

 
Tonawanda Seneca Nation  
Chief Darwin Hill  

Tonawanda Seneca Nation 
Office  
7027 Meadville Road  
Basom, New York 14013  

 
Phone: (716)-542-4244  
Fax:(716)- 542-4008  
tonseneca@aol.com 
 

Tuscarora Nation 
Bryan Printup 
Tuscarora Environment Office 

5226 E Walmore Road 
Tuscarora Nation 
Lewiston, NY 14092 

 
Phone:(716)-264-6011, ext. 103 
bprintup@hetf.org  

NYS Office of Park, Recreation 
and Historic Preservation-State 
Parks 
Dave Herring, Capital Facilities 
Manager 
 

One Letchworth State Park 
Castile, NY 14427 

 
Phone 585-493-3602 
Mobile 585-322-5671 
Fax 585-493-5272 
David.herring@parks.ny.gov 
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Aerial Photograph
Figure C-1PORTAGEVILLE BRIDGE • Section 106 Findings Documentation
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NOTE: See Figure C-2 for Photograph Location

View south from the Middle Falls Scenic Overlook.
Views include the Portageville Bridge and the Upper Falls

View east under Portageville Bridge from Gorge Trail #1
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View south of the Middle Falls from stone patio in from the Glen Iris Inn.
The Gorge Trail #1 is also visible

View south of the Lower Falls from Gorge Trail #1
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View south of the Portageville
Bridge from Gorge Trail #1 6

View north on Park Road on the west side of the Genesee River,
south of the Portageville Bridge. The Highbridge Parking Area is on the left
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Park Road, Highbridge Parking Area,
and Gorge Trail #1
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NOTE: See Figure C-2 for Photograph Location

View north on Park Road near the Highbridge Parking Area. The Portageville Bridge 
crosses above the road. The head of the Gorge Trail #1 is on the right

View northwest of the Highbridge Parking Area. The historic bridge marker
and head of the Mary Jemison Trail (Trail #2) are also visible
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Park Road, Highbridge Parking Area, 
Mary Jemison Trail #2, and Historic Marker
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Figure C-6
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View of the Glen Iris Inn 9
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Glen Iris Inn and Context
Figure C-7

View south on Finger Lakes Trail #7
(from pedestrian created path at the edge of the gorge)
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NOTE: See Figure C-2 for Photograph Location

View west on the railroad right-of-way towards the Portageville Bridge 11
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Norfolk Southern Right-of-Way and 
Portageville Bridge

Figure C-8

View south of the Portageville Bridge from the Gorge Trail (Trail #1) 
at the Middle/Upper Falls Picnic Area
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Current Train Routing over Portageville Bridge
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Existing Portageville Bridge: Plan and Elevation
Figure D-4
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Preferred Alternative
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Pro�le of Proposed New Bridge
Figure D-6
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ATTACHMENT E:  
 

VISUAL SIMULATIONS 
 
 



Viewpoint A
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Viewpoint C
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Visual Simulations
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Figure E-1
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Existing Conditions – Viewpoint A

Existing Conditions

Figure E-2
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Preferred Alternative – Viewpoint A

New Bridge 

Figure E-6
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ATTACHMENT F:  
 

CORRESPONDENCE 
 
 

















SENECA NATION OF INDIANS 
TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

90 OHI:YO’ WAY 
SALAMANCA, NY 14779 

PHONE: (716) 945-1790    FAX: (716) 945-8133 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

  
February 24, 2011 
 
 
 
Chris Caraccilo 
New York State Department of Transportation – Region 4 Design 
1530 Jefferson Road 
Rochester, NY 14623 
 

Re:  Cascade Hotel Norfolk Southern Railroad Bridge Project 

  Town of Portage, Livingston County, NY 

    

Dear Mr. Caraccilo, 
 
Thank you for providing the information for the above referenced project. In accordance with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR § 800), the SNI Tribal Historic 
Preservation Office has a finding of “No Adverse Effect” on historical properties eligible for or 
included in the National Register of Historic Places. We concur with the recommendations of the 
End of Field Work Letter, Phase II Archaeological Investigation by Hertgen Archeological 
Associates, Inc. that no further excavation is necessary for the Area of Potential Effect.  
 
We have no further issues if the proposed plan is followed. If your scope of work for the project 
site changes at any time, please notify our office as soon as possible. Thank you.     
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Lauren Waldinger 
Tribal Archaeologist 
Lauren.Waldinger@sni.org 
 
THPO Ref. 11-3592 
 























































































LIST OF CONSULTING PARTY REQUESTS 

NAME ADDRESS PHONE/EMAIL RECOMMENDED REQUEST 

Landmark Society of Western 
New York 
Ms. Caitlin Meives, Preservation 
planner 

133 S. Fitzhugh Street 
Rochester, NY 14608 

 
Phone: (585)-546-7029 ext. 27 
Fax: (585)-546-4788 
cmeives@landmarksociety.org 
 

 
Yes 

 
Form 

11/26/13 

Friends of the Genesee Valley 
Greenway 
Edward Holmes 
Joan Schumaker 
 

Box 42 
Mt. Morris, NY 14510 

 
Phone:(585)-658-2569 
fogvg@frontiernet.net 
 

 
Yes 

 
Form 

12/11/13 

HistoricBridges.Org 
Nathan Holth 

 
12534 Houghton Drive 
DeWitt, MI 48820 

 
Phone: (269)-290-2593 
nathan@historicbridges.org 
 

 
Yes 

 
Form 

12/11/13 

Seneca Nation of Indians  
Melissa Bach  
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
(THPO)  
Jay Toth, Tribal Archaeologist 

 

 
90 O:hi’yoh Way  
Salamanca, NY 14779  

 
Phone: (716) 945-1790, ext. 3580  
Emergency: (716) 244-1735  
Melissa.bach@sni.org 

Jay.toth@sni.org 

 

 
Yes 

 
Email 

11/21/13 

 
Tonawanda Seneca Nation  
Chief Darwin Hill  

 
Tonawanda Seneca Nation 
Office  
7027 Meadville Road  
Basom, New York 14013  

 
Phone: (716)-542-4244  
Fax:(716)- 542-4008  
tonseneca@aol.com 
 

 
Yes 

 
--- 

 
Tuscarora Nation 
Chief Leo R. Henry 

 
2006 Mt. Hope Road 
Via Lewiston, NY 14092 

 
Phone:(716)-622-7061 
Fax: (716)-297-7355 

 
Yes 

 
--- 

 
NYS Office of Park, Recreation 
and Historic Preservation-State 
Parks 
Dave Herring, Capital Facilities 
Manager 
 

 
One Letchworth State Park 
Castile, NY 14427 

 
Phone 585-493-3602 
Mobile 585-322-5671 
Fax 585-493-5272 
David.herring@parks.ny.gov 
 

 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

--- 

mailto:cmeives@landmarksociety.org
mailto:fogvg@frontiernet.net
mailto:nathan@historicbridges.org
mailto:Melissa.bach@sni.org
mailto:Jay.toth@sni.org
mailto:tonseneca@aol.com
mailto:David.herring@parks.ny.gov
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https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=a713c07499&view=pt&q=Christopher.Caraccilo%40dot.ny.gov&psize=20&pmr=100&pdr=50&search=apps&th=1442… 1/2

Claudia Cooney <ccooney@akrf.com>

Portagev ille Bridge project
1 message

Caraccilo, Christopher P (DOT) <Christopher.Caraccilo@dot.ny.gov> Thu, Feb 13, 2014 at 9:03 AM
To: "bprintup@hetf.org" <bprintup@hetf.org>
Cc: "michael.kowalczyk@dot.gov" <michael.kowalczyk@dot.gov>, "robert.davies@dot.gov"
<robert.davies@dot.gov>, "Hessinger, Raymond (DOT)" <Raymond.Hessinger@dot.ny.gov>, "Santangelo, Mary
(DOT)" <Mary.Santangelo@dot.ny.gov>, Claudia Cooney <ccooney@akrf.com>, Julie Cowing <jcowing@akrf.com>

Dear Mr. Printup,

 

The Federal Highway Administration, NYS Department of Transportation and Norfolk Southern
Railway Company are currently undertaking a project to replace the Portageville Rail Bridge
(Portageville Bridge) in Letchworth State Park. 

 

We have been informed by FHWA of the point-of-contact change for the Tuscarora Nation.  Attached
for your reference is the Section 106 project initiation letter that was sent to Chief Leo Henry on
November 18, 2013. 

 

NYSDOT staff are currently completing Section 106 documentation and anticipate a consulting party
meeting in March. 

 

On behalf of FHWA and NYS DOT we look forward to your participation in Section 106 consultation
for the Portageville Bridge Project.

Please email or call with any questions.

 

Thank you,

Chris

 

Christopher P. Caraccilo

Acting Regional Landscape Architect

Regional Cultural Resource Coordinator

NYS Department of Transportation-Region 4

1530 Jefferson Road
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Rochester, NY 14623

585-272-4833 

 

11.18.2013_ltr_FHWA_Tuscarora.pdf
999K

tel:585-272-4833
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=a713c07499&view=att&th=1442b8fac3c432c0&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw






 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix C: Historic and Cultural Resources 

C-3 Section 106 Consulting Parties Meeting 

 



 

 

Portageville Bridge Project 
New York State Department of Transportation 
50 Wolf Road 
Albany, New York 12232  
Telephone: (518) 457-8075 

 

 

Portageville Bridge Project 
Section 106 Consulting Parties Meeting 

Thursday, March 20, 2014 
1:00PM-3:00PM 

New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) Region 4 Building 
Genesee Conference Room, Third Floor. 1530 Jefferson Road, Rochester, New York 

 
Purpose 

 
The purpose of this meeting is to seek and consider the views of Consulting Party 
members pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act regarding 
the Project’s effects on identified historic and cultural resources, and to consider input 
on possible measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects.   
 

Agenda 
 

1:00pm-1:15pm 
A.  Introductions & Purpose of the Meeting – Raymond Hessinger, NYSDOT and 

Michael Kowalczyk, FHWA 
 

1:15pm-1:25pm 
B. Section 106 Process – Overview & Presentation – Mary Santangelo, NYSDOT  
 

1:25pm-1:35pm 
B.  Project Overview & Presentation – Julie Cowing, AKRF  
 

1:35pm-1:45pm 
D.  Effects on Historic Properties – Presentation –Claudia Cooney, AKRF 
 

(1:45pm-1:50pm – Short Break) 
 

1:50pm- 2:50pm 
E.  Roundtable Discussion – Resolution of Adverse Effects – NYSDOT and Claudia 

Cooney, AKRF  
2:50pm-3:00pm 

F.  Wrap-Up:  Consulting Party Review & Comment Period & Next Steps – Ray 
Hessinger, NYSDOT   



Greater Rochester Court Reporting Service
75 Barrett Drive #841

Webster, New York 14580

__________________________________________________________

PORTAGEVILLE BRIDGE PROJECT

SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTIES MEETING

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Section 106 Consulting Parties Meeting held at the
New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT)
Region 4 Building, Genesee Conference Room,
Third Floor, 1530 Jefferson Road, Rochester, New York, at
the 20th day of March, 2014, commencing at
approximately 1:00 p.m.

APPEARANCES: RAYMOND HESSINGER, Director
Freight and Passenger Rail Bureau

MICHAEL KOWALCZYK, Area Engineer
Federal Highway Administration

MARY SANTANGELO
NYSDOT Office of Environment

JULIE COWING, Consultant
AKRF

CLAUDIA COONEY, Consultant
AKRF

CAITLIN MEIVES, Preservation Planner
Landmark Society of Western New York

JOAN SCHUMAKER
Friends of Genesee Valley Greenway

DAVE HERRING, Capital Facility Manager
Allegheny/Genesee Regions of
New York State Parks

RICHARD PARKER, Regional Director
Genesee Region New York State Parks
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APPEARANCES CHRISTOPHER CARACCILO, Cultural Resources
CONTINUED: Coordinator-Region New York State

Department of Transportation

JOSEPH PICCIOTTI, ESQ.
Harris Beach PLLC
Norfolk Southern Corporation

APPEARANCES NATHAN HOLTH
VIA TELEPHONE: HistoricBridges.Org

JAY TOTH
Seneca Nation of Indians

ROBERT DAVIES, District Engineer
Federal Highway Administration

KELLY FANIZZO, Program Analyst
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

JULIAN ADAMS, Director
Bureau of Community Preservation Services
Division for Historic Preservation

MELISSA BACH
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer

JARE CARDINAL, Director
Seneca-Iroquois National Museum at Seneca
Nation of Indians.

KAYLIE KRAMER, Environmental Specialist
Federal Highway Administration

CHRISTINE ABRAMS
Tonowanda Seneca Nation

REPORTED BY: DOROTHY MAIORANA, Court Reporter
GREATER ROCHESTER COURT REPORTING SERVICE
75 Barrett Drive #841
Webster, New York 14580
(585) 441-5184
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SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTIES MEETING

MR. KOWALCZYK: Good afternoon, everybody.

Welcome to the Section 106 Consultant Parties

Meeting. Everyone here and on the phone, my name

is Michael Kowalczyk. I'm an area engineer with

Federal Highway. Today we're going to be going

over the Section 106 Consultant Parties Meeting.

The purpose of this meeting is to seek and

consider the views of the consulting party members

pursuant to Section 106, the National Historic

Preservation Act regarding the Project, the

Portageville Bridge, to identify historic and

cultural resources and consider input on possible

measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse

effects. This is basically your meeting to give

input and learn about the Project and to have a

nice open discussion after the presentations. As

the Federal agency for this Project Federal

Highways is responsible for Section 106 compliance

as carrying out its obligations in coordination

with NYSDOT and Norfolk Southern, who is the

Project sponsor.

I've introduced myself. I'll pass it off to

Ray. And then we'll do the table introductions.

MR. HESSINGER: I'm Ray Hessinger with the
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SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTIES MEETING

Department of Transportation. Today's meeting

is a facilitated meeting with the goal of

maintaining focus on the Section 106 process and

issues associated with historic and cultural

resources. This is an opportunity for a 106

consultation. The initial process is where

we'll have an opportunity to discuss other

issues associated with the Project.

There's a sign in sheet going around. If you

haven't already done so please sign in. Those

people on the phone we'll take care of that for

you. The meeting is scheduled to run from one to

three. We're going to try to stay on track to get

through the entire agenda and to allow time for

everyone here to have an opportunity to express

their views.

We have a stenographer present to assure we

have an accurate record of the views presented in

the group discussion. When speaking please state

your name and who you represent on behalf of your

group or organization. That includes those on the

phone.

You've all received information in the mail

and you've had an opportunity to review that.
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SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTIES MEETING

We're going to discuss that today. You'll

have the opportunity to provide written comments

within the thirty-day review period that started

when we sent the mailing out. At this meeting

you'll have the opportunity to ask us questions,

offer your views, exchange ideas about the ways

to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects

as to this Project.

Let's go around the table first and then we'll

go to the phone so everyone has a chance to

identify themselves.

MR. PARKER: This is Rich Parker, Regional

Director from Genesee Region New York State Parks.

MR. HERRING: Dave Herring, Capitol Facility

Manager for the Allegheny/Genesee Regions of

New York State Parks.

MS. COONEY: Claudia Cooney, AKRF Consultant.

MS. COWING: Julie Cowing, Office of AKRF.

MR. PICCIOTTI: Joe Picciotti from Harris

Beach in consult for Norfolk Southern.

MS. SCHUMAKER: Joan Schumaker, Friends of

Genesee Valley Greenway.

MS. MEIVES: Caitlin Meives with the Landmark

Society of Western New York.



11

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Greater Rochester Court Reporting Service
75 Barrett Drive #841

Webster, New York 14580

6

SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTIES MEETING

MS. SANTANGELO: Mary Santangelo, DOT Office

of Environment.

MR. CARACCILO: Chris Caraccilo, Region 4

Cultural Coordinator.

MS. KRAMER: Kaylie Kramer, Environmental

Specialist with Federal Highway.

MR. KOWALCZYK: Mike Kowalczyk again from

Federal Highway.

Nate, did you want to introduce yourself?

Those on the phone?

MR. HOLTH: I'm Nathan Holth. I'm with the

website HistoricBridges.org.

MR. KOWALCZYK: Those with the Seneca Nation?

MS. BACH: Melissa Bach, Tribal Historic

Preservation Officer.

MS. CARDINAL: Jare Cardinal, Seneca-Iroquois

National Museum Director. And Jay Toth is trying

to access the computer.

MR. KOWALCZYK: Do you have the presentations

on your computer or are you trying to get into the

WebEx? The WebEx isn't going to happen. Just

download from your email. You're just going to be

able to follow along on your computer. We're not

going to be able to do it real time with you.
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SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTIES MEETING

And then those with the Senecas just speak up

a little bit next time. The stenographer had a

difficult time hearing you.

Bob?

MR. DAVIES: Bob Davies from the Federal

Highway Administration.

MR. KOWALCZYK: Advisory Council?

MS. FANIZZO: This is Kelly Fanizzo, Program

Analyst from the Advisory Council on Historic

Preservation.

MR. KOWALCZYK: SHPO?

MR. ADAMS: Julian Adams. I serve as the

Agency Preservation Officer for Parks and Rec.

within the Division of Historic Preservation.

MR. KOWALCZYK: Anyone else at NYSDOT?

(No verbal response.)

MR. KOWALCZYK: Catherine didn't get on the

phone? Anyone else on the phone that I didn't

address?

(No verbal response.)

MR. KOWALCZYK: All right. Thank you.

MR. HESSINGER: With that I'm going to turn it

over to Mary Santangelo to give us a brief overview

of the Section 106 process.
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SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTIES MEETING

Those who are on the phone it's the

Section 106 presentation.

MR. KOWALCZYK: For everyone on the phone we

had someone else walk in. One second.

MR. CARACCILO: Christine Abrams.

MR. HESSINGER: Take a minute and introduce

yourself to everyone else.

MS. ABRAMS: Christine Abrams, Tonowanda

Seneca Nation.

MS. SANTANGELO: This is just a brief overview

of the Section 106 process just to provide some

context and background for the meeting, where we

are in the process and the package of materials

that you received in the mail.

Consultation is defined as the process of

seeking, discussing and considering the views of

other participants and, where feasible, seeking

agreement with them regarding matters arising in

the 106 process. We're here to consider ways to

avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse effects

upon historic properties. As consulting parties,

all of you have a different role and a more active

role in the process than the general public.

Participants in the process include SHPO,
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SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTIES MEETING

federally recognized Tribal Nations, local

governments, Project applicants or sponsors and

the Advisory Council under certain

circumstances. They're notified by the Federal

agency that the Project may have adverse effects

on historic properties or under other

circumstances. Other consulting parties are

defined by their legal or economic relations

through the undertaking or effect of properties

or concerns with a project's effects on historic

properties.

On the slides there's some examples of those

that sometimes service consulting parties. There's

a process to request consultant party status, which

all of you have been through. Those requests were

reviewed and approved by Federal Highway.

The general steps in the process appear on the

screen now. In terms of where we are in the

process at this point we just want to make you

aware of the fact that the 106 process is building

upon work that was already done when the Project

was being progressed under the State Environmental

Quality Review Act, Section 1409 of the New York

State Historic Preservation Act and in
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SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTIES MEETING

coordination with that. Because there are so

many similarities between the State and Federal

regulations, actions by State agencies,

procedures and requirements are quite similar.

Among the differences are the 106 Consultation

process and who's involved in that. And the

additional participants include the consulting

parties, the Advisory Council and the

special role of the Tribal Nations in 106

Consultation.

So for the identification of historic

properties -- by historic properties we are

referring to building sites, districts, structures

and objects that are listed and/or are eligible for

the National Register of Historic Sites.

Generally, they are at least fifty years old.

Criteria for evaluation are objective criteria for

looking at these categories of historic

properties and assessing their significance in

American History in these different areas and also

that meet one or more of the criteria on the next

few slides.

The first, "A," is associated with broad

patterns in history or contributions of events;
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"B" has to do with associations with the lives

of important people; "C" is about distinctive

characteristics of types of periods of style,

method of construction; and "D" is about the

information that these properties can provide

that is important to our history.

Letchworth State Park is listed in the

National Register in 2005. The significance is

under all four of the National Register criteria.

With respect to the significant persons they are

identified as William Pryor Letchworth and Mary

Jemison. And there's a long list of areas of

significance that cover the period from 1000 B.C.

to 1952. One of the things that the National

Register Nomination talks about is the

archeological sensitivity of the park.

All the resources are assumed to not have been

identified. So for the Project, an area of

potential effect was established. There will be

more about that later. But that established the

parameters for looking at the historic

properties that may be affected. There were two

phases of archeological survey that were

conducted. The first was to determine the
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general presence or absence of archeological

resources. The second was to gather sufficient

information to make a determination to register

eligibility. As a result one of the historic

archeological sites was identified. The

Cascade House is also referenced in the National

Register nomination, it's the mid-nineteenth to

twentieth century hotel. There are foundations

that remain. It was determined that

archeological deposits associated with this site

within the APE are not contributing to the

potential eligibility. Again there will

be a little bit more about this site later.

In terms of pre-contact or prehistoric

artifacts found in two locations, which cannot be

dated to any particular time period, these were

interpreted as isolated finds with limited

distribution. So in general there were found to be

no National Register eligible archeological

deposits within the APE for this Project.

With regard to other categories of historic

properties in Letchworth Park -- which as we all

know it's a very large area. It's known as the

Grand Canyon of the East. This is a photo of
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William Pryor Letchworth and this is a cabin

and statute that represents Mary Jemison. The

Glen Iris Inn, which was formerly a home of

William Pryor Letchworth. The nomination serves

as a basis for identifying many of the other

properties within the park that contribute to

its National Register listing. Park features

include the Portage High Bridge, the subject of

this Project, identified as an important

engineering feature and some of the associated

trails, fieldstone walls and many other

resources. To assess the Project's affect

Federal Highway in coordination with DOT, and in

consultation with SHPO and other consulting

parties, applies the criteria of adverse effects

as seen on this slide that says that the Project

effect comes directly from the regulations.

An example of that adverse effect may include:

Physical destruction or damage; alteration and that

would include alteration not included as consistent

with the Secretary of the Interior's standards for

treatment of historic properties. That may be

repair or maintenance so the resource can remain.

Removal of properties from historic
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locations or change of physical features within

the property setting that contribute to its

significance.

All of the analyses is documented by standards

that are based on 106 regulations. They should

provide enough information for any reviewing

party to understand the basis of the findings.

These include: The effect of properties, the

nature of the Project's effect on those

properties and the proposed resolution of

adverse effects. When the Project has the

potential to adversely affect historical

properties the purpose of consultation is to

seek ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate any

adverse effects. As part of that process

Federal Highway notifies the Advisory Council

and invites their participation and

consultation. This has already occurred. And

as referred during the introduction the Advisory

Council is on the phone for today's meeting.

MS. FANIZZO: Can I make a quick

clarification? The Advisory Council was notified.

We have not yet responded. I'm participating in

this meeting to help inform our determination as
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to whether we should fully participate in

consultation. We are, however, a cooperating

agency for this Project.

THE COURT REPORTER: I'm sorry. I don't know

who that was.

MR. KOWALCZYK: That's Kelly from ACHP.

MS. FANIZZO: Sorry. Yes, Kelly Fanizzo.

MS. SANTANGELO: So ultimately any adverse

effects that cannot be avoided are resolved through

mitigation measures as stipulated in an MOA.

And that briefly summarizes what the package

is about for review.

MR. HESSINGER: Thank you, Mary. With that

I'm going to turn it over to Julie, who's going to

give us a presentation about the Project and

alternatives that were considered.

MS. COWING: I'm going to try, for the people

on the phone, to keep saying what slide I'm on.

I'm on Slide 2, which is the Project location. I'm

just going to give you a little context of the need

for the Project, the reason that Norfolk Southern

needs to fix or replace this bridge and the

alternatives that were considered. This slide

shows a map of New York State, obviously. And it
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shows the Norfolk Southern Tier rail freight

route in a blue line. The Southern Tier route

is part of the Norfolk Southern network

connecting Buffalo and Binghamton. It is their

private property owned by Norfolk Southern but

it does pass through Letchworth State Park,

where it crosses the Genesee River.

The next slide, which is Slide Number 3, shows

the map of the Southern Tier route in a sort of

bigger context by Norfolk Southern, Canadian

Pacific and some short-line railroads between

Buffalo and Binghamton. But it also connects to

Norfolk Southern Railroad's larger network as far

west as Chicago, up into Maine, and down almost to

New York City.

The next slide shows you how many carloads

crossed the Portageville Bridge in 2009, which

doesn't matter right now. But it shows you the

network of routes they have and how important

this route, the Southern Tier route, is to

Norfolk Southern's operations. But at the same

time the bridge is a bottleneck for them.

The next slide shows maintenance workers on

the bridge. The bridge has reached the end of its
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useful life. It requires unprecedented levels

of inspection and monitoring and frequent

repair. In 2009 they had to close down the

route for almost -- for three or four days

because they found structural cracks and broken

rivets. I might have actually shown where the

crack is. I think it's that big scary crack in

the top right.

MR. HESSINGER: That would be it, yes.

MS. COWING: So they had to shut the route

down and stop using it for three days. That's

going to happen more and more. This is becoming

not safe. So, basically, what the need for this

Project is, is for a route for Norfolk Southern.

And the bridge is an important point in the route

because it's become a bottleneck. It imposes

weight restrictions and speed restrictions on the

trains on the entire route because of this single

bridge. Sort of as a side fact, but not

unimportant, it's also dangerous for people in the

park who go on the bridge to see the really great

view from the bridge. But it's not intended for

pedestrians. There really isn't enough room and

it's not safe. So that's an extra thing the
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Project is intended to fix. The purpose of the

Project is to provide modern rail crossing of

the Genesee River on the Southern Tier route

that meets industry standards for weight and

speed as much as possible given the curves

there and reducing the unprecedented ongoing

maintenance costs for Norfolk Southern.

The next slide, which should be Slide 7 if

you're trying to follow along --

MR. PICCIOTTI: I would just add your points

are well taken. This is Joe Picciotti from Harris

Beach. It needs to be repaired. It's at the end

of its useful life. It is being monitored. It can

be operated and is being operated safely. If

there's an issue we would close it down. I just

wanted to add that.

MS. COWING: On Slide 7 you can see milestones

in the project's environmental review.

MS. CARDINAL: We don't have numbers on the

printout.

MS. COWING: It says previous planning

activities.

MS. CARDINAL: Thank you.

MS. COWING: So an Environmental Impact



11

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Greater Rochester Court Reporting Service
75 Barrett Drive #841

Webster, New York 14580

19

SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTIES MEETING

Statement has been prepared following New York

State's environmental regulations, New York

State Environmental Quality Review Act. That

process began in 2008. I'm not going to read

each bullet to you but there were several public

hearings, comments were taken. There was

a comment period on the Draft Environmental

Impact Statements in early 2013. And after the

comment period closed Norfolk Southern began to

prepare a Final Environmental Impact Statement,

which would be the end of the process. Federal

funding through the Congestive Mitigation and

Air and Quality Program became available for the

bridge. That was a good opportunity for the

railroad to help pay for the cost of the bridge

but it requires review under the Federal

process, not the New York State process. So we

have begun to prepare a National Environmental

Policy Act or NEPA Environmental Impact

Statement.

I think Mary said this before. The SEQR

Environmental Impact Statement included

consideration for historic resources following

New York State's regulations Section 1409. Now
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we're following Federal regulations Section 106.

So the next slide gives you a quick overview

of the alternatives that were developed and

considered during the environmental study. I'm

showing in a greenish color the two that remain at

this point for further consideration and a pinkish

color those that do not meet the project's purpose

and need. I'm going to go through those now in a

little more detail. The two that are left in

the environmental studies are the no-action

alternative we can use to compare the

affects with what would happen if I did nothing

and what we used to call Alternative 4, which is

now the preferred alternative, which is a new

bridge just south of the existing bridge and

removal of the existing bridge.

The next slide describes the first three

alternatives: One, two and three.

Alternative 1 is the no-action alternative.

That's just what happens if I keep the level of

maintenance going that I have now. I keep the

bridge in as good of shape as I can. This

alternative won't be okay forever. The useful life

of the bridge will be reached and this alternative
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won't let the railroad continue to operate

indefinitely. Right now it's okay but it's not

a good long-term option.

Alternative 2 is repair and retrofit the

existing bridge so that it can meet weight

standards. I think that if people want to hear

about this more later Ray Hessinger can elaborate.

But this would require basically rebuilding and

strengthening the bridge structure. You couldn't

leave it as it is. You'd have to either

strengthen or replace trusses and tower legs.

So it wouldn't be the bridge as it is now. It

would be a changed bridge. It would nonetheless

have the problems of fatigue and corrosion

that it has now. This may slow it down a little

bit but the bridge would still have a life

that wouldn't be forever. At the same time

you'd have to close the bridge down for

eighteen months to do this work, which would

mean Norfolk Southern couldn't use the Southern

Tier route. That has a great cost to them.

It requires them to stop serving some customers.

So this doesn't meet the purpose and need for

the Project.
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Alternative 3 would be a new bridge on the

same alignment, meaning demolish the old bridge,

then put the new bridge right there. That would

be fine except, again, you'd have to close down

the route for eighteen to thirty-one months,

depending on what new bridge you're building.

So that cost and closure of the route for that

period of time doesn't meet the project's

purpose and need.

The next slide shows Alternatives 6 and 7.

These are alternatives that would take the

Southern Tier route out of the park altogether.

Instead of going through the park it would go --

on the slide it shows yellow -- outside the park

down past south of the Village of Portageville.

This alternative is about four and a half miles

of new route. It costs more than three times

more than the preferred alternative or any of

the other alternatives. It requires acquisition

of fifty-four acres of private property and has

six new bridges, including one that's a mile

long and three new crossings. So basically it's

found to be impractical, a bad idea and not

meeting the project's purpose and needs.
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Alternatives 8 and 9 reroute traffic across

the Southern Tier route altogether. So disband the

route and do it a different way instead. This

requires Norfolk Southern to work a long

complicated route counter to the investment

they've already made in the Southern Tier route.

It would cost them a lot more. It doesn't meet

their business plan. Therefore, it doesn't meet

the project's purpose and need.

Alternative 5, which was evaluated in some

detail in the SEQR Environmental Impact

Statement, is a new bridge just south of the

existing bridge, similar to what's proposed

now but retain the existing bridge once the new

bridge is in place. This requires that someone

take responsibility for the existing bridge

once Norfolk Southern doesn't need it anymore.

No such someone has been identified.

MS. CARDINAL: No one will be identified in

the future or just right now that there is no one

identified?

MS. COWING: There is no one willing to take

the bridge and take responsibility for it.

MS. CARDINAL: Is that because of liability
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issues?

MS. COWING: I'm not sure what the issues are.

I think there's the maintenance cost. There's

ongoing costs of maintaining it and taking care

of that bridge. The Office of Parks Recreation

Preservation has indicated it cannot take the

bridge.

MR. HERRING: Another reason is the bridge is

going to be discontinuous, once they do their new

plan. It's not going to be usable.

MS. COWING: It's true that the bridge

wouldn't be entirely left in place. The western

two spans of the bridge that right now connect

the land wouldn't be there anymore because of

some work that's going to be needed for the new

bridge. But you could if you wanted to make a

way for pedestrians to get on the bridge. It

wouldn't be unusable. But if there's no one

to take ownership for the bridge then it doesn't

work.

MS. CARDINAL: Is there a time limit or end

time of who could be identified as a new owner or

operator? Has there been a time set or dates set

when if you don't have someone by a certain date?
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MR. HESSINGER: We haven't set a date. But at

the same time we've been working on this Project

and meeting with the public since 2008. So

we've been at this for six years discussing and

noting the fact that nobody has stepped forward

to take ownership. And that remains the case

after six years of public meetings.

MS. COWING: Could we save this discussion

until our discussion part?

MR. HESSINGER: Yes. I think we'll table it

for now.

MS. COWING: I have just a few more slides and

then we have some discussion of impact and

resolution of impacts. Then we'll have an open

table discussion.

So the next slide shows a view from the SEQR

Environmental Impact Statement how the alternative

would look with the two bridges together.

So the next slide should show what we used to

call Alternative 4, which we're now calling the

preferred alternative. Basically the same thing, a

new bridge, approximately seventy-five feet south

of the old existing bridge. The old bridge is

removed. This bridge is an arched structure. The
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old footings from the old bridge would be

removed also. On the left side, the west side

of the river -- we'll talk about this in a

little bit -- but the way the arched structure

would be anchored into the gorge wall that

requires moving a very small piece of Park Road

farther west to get it away from the bridge

wall, also moving the gorge trailhead and

the parking lots that are there just to get them

away from the construction area where the bridge

would be anchored. The Mary Jemison Trailhead

that's currently at the parking lot would,

therefore, also have to move. Otherwise, it

would be kind of almost under the new bridge.

The next slide shows the view of today's

bridge and the view of that new bridge.

Now I'm going to turn it over to Claudia.

After we'll talk about the impact on historic

properties.

MS. COONEY: I'm going to discuss the effects

of the Project on the historic properties. This is

largely a summary of information that was contained

in the finding documentation that was sent to

everybody. This graphic shows the existing bridge
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in gray with the new bridge just to the south of

this. Julie just went through this. It

requires the removal of the existing Historic

Portage High Bridge and then the removal and

relocation of certain elements of Letchworth

State Park on the west side of the Genesee

River. Construction of the Project would affect

a little over nine acres. Just to sort of give

an order of magnitude that's within a much

larger area. The park is over fourteen

thousand acres.

As Mary indicated, one of the first steps for

the Section 106 process is to delineate an area

potential effect, to identify impact on

historic properties. This map shows that area of

potential effect. There's a direct area of

potential effect. That shows the red area here.

And then there is an of area of indirect effect and

it's been delineated around that. It's about eight

hundred feet to a half a mile around the direct

effects area. You can see from this map that a

large portion of the area of potential effect

encompasses Letchworth State Park, which is listed

on the National Register, and it shows the



11

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Greater Rochester Court Reporting Service
75 Barrett Drive #841

Webster, New York 14580

28

SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTIES MEETING

location of the Portage High Bridge itself,

which is shown as Resource Number 2 on this map.

As Mary had indicated earlier, archeological

investigations were undertaken for the direct

area potential effect or direct PTE. No adverse

effects on archeological resources have been

identified. The pre-contact artifacts that were

found, as Mary indicated, were found to be of a

limited distribution. One set of them were

found in a disturbed context. They were stone

shards, primarily for tool manufacturing. The

SHPO determined these pre-contact artifacts were

not National Register eligible. There were a

number of nineteenth to twentieth century

artifacts were found. All the resources or

artifacts that have been found were all on the

east side of the Genesee River. There were none

found on the west side. Many of the artifacts

that were found for the nineteen to twentieth

century were related to the Cascade House, which

is shown here in this photograph. The Cascade

House was an inn located on the east side of the

Genesee River, south of the railroad

right-of-way. It burned down in the 1960s.
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Some of these artifacts that were that found

were ceramics, glass but also architectural

materials, including nails, roofing-type

materials. The actual foundations of the

Cascade House are outside the area that would be

disturbed for project construction. SHPO

concurred with the results of the archeological

studies. These reports were submitted to the

Seneca Nation, the Seneca Tonowanda Nation and

the Tuscarora Nation.

This is a map that shows contributing

resources in Letchworth State Park within the area

of potential effect. That includes the Portage

High Bridge, of course, which is Resource 1; the

Glen Iris Inn to the north, with other

associated features that include parking lot,

landscaping, trees; the two trails; the Gorge

Trail and the Mary Jemison Trail, which are

shown as Resources 3 and 4. Over on the east

side of the Genesee River there is the Genesee

Valley Greenway Finger Lakes Trail and remnants

of a nineteenth-century canal. Other resources

that would be affected on the west side of the

Genesee River include the Park Road and some
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fieldstone walls and then the resource between

the Portage Bridge and the Glen Iris Inn is the

Upper Middle Falls picnic area and has a lot of

nice picnicking areas. And the Gorge Trail runs

along the east side of it.

MS. CARDINAL: This is Jare at the Museum

again. What do you define as historical?

MS. COONEY: The items that were just

discussed were resources that were described in the

National Register Nominations Form for Letchworth

State Park.

MS. CARDINAL: I guess I'm not being clear.

Are you dividing it up so that archeological,

native and historical -- I don't see anything and

you haven't added anything that is of historical

interest for native people. I don't see where

there are historical interests . . .

MS. COONEY: I think I've tried to reference

actual built features within the park.

MS. CARDINAL: Are you considering trails and

other things that are important to native identity

as historical?

MS. COONEY: Well, we were using the National

Register Nomination Form as the basis.
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MS. KRAMER: This is Kaylie Kramer from

Federal Highways. If you don't mind we're going

to hold that conversation for the roundtable

discussion. Just so we can have the appropriate

people jumping in to answer that. We have

people who are very familiar. So we'll get

through the slides and then we'll get right into

that.

MS. CARDINAL: The rest of it's immaterial.

MS. KRAMER: Maybe just mute your phone for

any side conversation.

MS. CARDINAL: I was saying it so you could

hear me. The rest is immaterial.

MS. COONEY: I'm going to talk about

the changes that are going to occur to building

features as described in the nomination form.

These include removal of the Portage High

Bridge. It would be demolished with a new

bridge built to the south. As Julie had

indicated, the Project would require that a

portion of the Park Road shift to the west to

offer construction of the new bridge.

The plan on the left shows existing

orientation of the Park Road and the plan to the



11

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Greater Rochester Court Reporting Service
75 Barrett Drive #841

Webster, New York 14580

32

SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTIES MEETING

right shows how it would be shifted over to the

west about seven hundred feet. There's a

photograph which shows a view north on the

Park Road just as it passes beneath the Portage

High Bridge.

MS. COWING: This is Julie. You can also see

in that same slide the shift in the trail.

MS. COONEY: The Project would require the

removal of a small parking area, the High Bridge

Parking Area, located south of the right-of-way and

west of the Park Road. So you can see on the left

the existing plan and on the right the relocation

of that parking lot to the north of the railroad

right-of-way. It would also require the removal

and relocation of two trailheads: The Mary Jemison

Trail and the Gorge Trail. So on the plan to the

left you can see the Mary Jemison Trail starts just

west of that parking lot and the Gorge Trail starts

to run along the east side of the Park Road and

runs northward. On the plan to the right you can

see how both the Mary Jemison and the Gorge Trails

would be rebuilt, those two trailheads.

In the photograph on the left at the bottom

you can see the Gorge Trail where it starts off
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from the Park Road. Steps would take you down

and then the path proceeds north along the Park

Road in the photograph to the right you can see

the Mary Jemison Trail extending west from the

High Bridge parking area.

A number of fieldstone walls would need to be

removed where construction would occur. That would

be in the area of the Park Road, the walls along

the Gorge Trail as well. There would be no changes

to other built features of the park that are

identified as contributing in the National

Nomination Form. These include the Glen Iris Inn,

which is the top photograph on the right; the

Genesee Valley Finger Lakes Trail; and fragments

of the Genesee Valley Canal. There'd be no

changes also to the Upper Middle Falls

picnic area.

The photograph in the middle shows from the

Glen Iris Inn, a stone patio. If you look to the

south you can barely see the Portage High Bridge

extending above the treeline. The photograph on

the bottom shows a view from the Genesee Valley

Greenway Finger Lakes Trail. On that trail it's

very densely vegetated forest. It's very hard to
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get to the bridge except in a few locations. So

there's limited visibility from these resources

to the proposed project. Removal of the Portage

High Bridge and alterations to other

contributing resources within Letchworth State

Park -- FHWA in coordination with NYSDOT -- has

determined that the Project would have an

adverse effect on Letchworth State Park.

Measures have been proposed to avoid and

minimize adverse effects. We've enclosed the

preparation of the avoidance plan for the Cascade

House to ensure that construction doesn't occur in

the area of the Cascade House historic site. There

have been some markers put out there and there

will be construction fencing put along the

southern boundary of the construction area to

ensure construction doesn't by accident extend

into that area. There would also be a

construction protection plan for other built

features of the park that are in proximity to

the construction. These include portions of the

Gorge, Mary Jemison and the Genesee Valley

Greenway Finger Lakes Trails and some of the

fieldstone walls.
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So some of the measures for mitigating adverse

effects have been proposed. These are included

in the draft memorandum of agreement that has

been sent around to everyone. They include:

Educational and interpretive materials,

including interpretive exhibits of Letchworth

State Park; supplemental historic American

engineering records; documentation for the

traditional tribal photographs; historical

narrative of the bridge; the rebuilding and

restoration of portions of the Gorge Trail. So

this would include the portion of the trailhead

that would have to be relocated. It's

envisioned that where possible stone salvage

from the original trailhead could be used to

rebuild the new trailhead and also the section

that's proposed for construction area and

repair.

MS. COWING: I think at this point we're going

to take just a short break.

MR. CARACCILO: We'll take a very short break

and come back in about five minutes. If you have

any questions on the presentations then we'll begin

our roundtable discussion.
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(Whereupon there is a short recess in the

proceedings.)

MR. HESSINGER: We're back. The next item on

our agenda is the roundtable discussion and the

resolution of adverse effects.

MR. KOWALCZYK: We're first going to ask if

you have any questions on the presentations.

And for housekeeping -- before everyone gets

into -- for housekeeping, for the stenographer in

our room, please state your name before you talk so

that she can keep a record. I know it's going to

be annoying every time but just address the table,

address the room and then provide your comments or

questions.

MR. HESSINGER: Are there any further

questions on the presentations? We have two: One

having to do with the time frame for funding or

finding another owner of the bridge, the other

regarding the trails and other historic features

and what is considered.

Any other questions on the presentation before

we jump into it?

MS. CARDINAL: This is Jare with the Museum.

One of the questions I have and, Christine, I
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don't know if you had an opportunity but it says

that SHPO made the determination of

archeological artifacts. Did I understand that

correctly?

MR. ADAMS: This Julian from SHPO. Our

archeologists looked at those materials, yes. I

didn't personally.

MS. CARDINAL: There's been some changes in

our end of the Seneca Nation. Were the Chippewa or

the Tonowanda people involved in that

determination?

MR. ADAMS: Nancy is the person who is our

contact with SHPO. I'll have to ask her directly.

I have to apologize for not knowing that.

MR. CARACCILO: She did work with us at the

time, the people at the Seneca Nation and

Tonowanda. We did meet in person at a meeting in

Letchworth.

MS. CARDINAL: I was in on that meeting in

2010. I wasn't sure if anyone raised some concerns

about the archeology at that time. I don't know if

it was ever . . .

MR. CARACCILO: We do have emails from the

Seneca Nation stating that they had no further
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concerns.

MS. ABRAMS: Jare, I don't remember. I could

have had discussions with Nancy and went over it.

That's how that statement was made. I'll have

to look at that again. I can't remember.

MR. HESSINGER: Any other questions on the

presentation? I'm hearing none.

We'll move on to the roundtable.

MR. CARACCILO: The roundtable discussion.

MR. TOTH: Jay Toth, Seneca Nation. Would you

like me to start? A couple comments. Looking at

the design of the bridge geometry and so forth

thinking both environmentally and culturally --

THE COURT REPORTER: I'm sorry. I can't

really hear him.

MR. KOWALCZYK: Jay, sorry to interrupt. Just

speak a little bit clearer into your microphone so

the stenographer . . .

MR. TOTH: I had a chance to work with the

Santa Fe Northern Railroad on a large bridge

project like this. The railroads have come a long

ways in being sensitive to the cultural materials

in the area. And so I was pretty impressed with

those folks. If they could meet Santa Fe's
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standards out west. We'll see how it goes.

In terms of the artifacts that tends to be an

issue especially among highways in some form. I

don't know if New York has a policy on

those or not. I would suggest that any barrel

pits that bring viable dirt to the area where

the barrel pits are being archeologically

surveyed -- because all the sand and gravel that

people get at historic sites and barrel sites,

artifacts and railroad beds and highway beds.

So I would make it a point that the barrel pits

be surveyed before excavating. I think that

will solve future issues.

As far as the artifacts that were found, it

seems we've tried to excavate the trail when they

built the early bridge.

I'm just fairly new here so I'm not sure of

the decision of placement of where those artifacts

are. I reviewed the reports. I don't have much

comment. But one comment I do have I'd like you to

address here. A lot of states and highways do not

take into consideration that the original Indian

trails are historic. So I'll make that point to

you. In your report you do say that the Gorge
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Trail was first identified in 1700. So it is an

original Indian trail. The Jemison Trail,

it's the namesake that makes it historic. So

I'm going to request the State and others to

consider its adverse effect. Because you are

going to remove those trails. Even if they've

been modified they're still leaving a footprint.

With that said, I'm working with Federal

Highways in Ohio. The new bridge, which sits right

in an archeological area, the bridge is crossing

it. One of the things that they're looking at is

to have these trails going past that bridge,

concrete parapet. Use that parapet and put a

design on there, preferably something historic

dealing with Mary Jemison or something with the

trail there as an educational benefit for folks who

are using those trails, not a piece of plain solid

concrete pillar there.

So that would be my recommendation that they

compromise with those trailheads in conjunction

with the bridge parapet. I hope that we can talk

about that further down the road.

So that's the couple points I'd like to make.

Thank you.



11

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Greater Rochester Court Reporting Service
75 Barrett Drive #841

Webster, New York 14580

41

SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTIES MEETING

MR. HESSINGER: Thank you.

MS. CARDINAL: This is Jare with the Seneca

National Museum. I think I've stated my concerns.

It gets back to the normal situation in these

types of things. I haven't seen all the reports

I'm sorry to say. But I don't see too much here

about the impact on the eastern side. I know

in the discussion, I think in 2010 was the

archeology report that had been submitted at

that point, how this new bridge would be in

alignment with impact for the area that's highly

sensitive on the east side, including trails and

other aspects of history. And I don't see where

that's been addressed in what I've heard so far.

And maybe a conversation again with Nancy.

But I agree with Jay in that there's trails

and other things that, especially on the east side,

that still has an impact. I wondered what the

sources the archeologists were using. I just throw

that out there. You may not have the answers.

MR. ADAMS: I'm listening again. We didn't

include the archeo on this phone. I could call her

in to ask her some questions or would you like

to have an offline conversation?
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MS. CARDINAL: We'll do it offline.

MR. HESSINGER: Is anybody else on the phone

while we're dealing with those on the phone?

MR. HOLTH: This is Nathan Holth for

HistoricBridges.org. I just had a couple

comments I wanted to make. My main interest is

the historic bridge that is proposed to be

demolished. I've been in a Section 106 in a

number of different states. This is the first

time I've done it in New York State. So some of

this stuff is a little unfamiliar to me. It

seems like on the first meeting we had we've

already determined it's impossible to look at

any other alternatives. I'm a little bit

disappointed in that. I would have liked to

have seen a little bit more research into

possible reuse of this bridge next to the

replacement bridge. I know in Pennsylvania

there's a bridge that a portion of it was lost

by a tornado. It lost a part of it that

provides an outlook. One of my thoughts is

rather than leaving the entire bridge standing

could a portion of the bridge be left standing

as an outlook? And, you know, as far as the
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ownership I'd be curious to know why -- or if

they made clear the responsibilities. What is

the case, is it funding? If it is could we be

paying to maintain this bridge through an

increased park fee or entrance fee to enter the

bridge? Someone mentioned that people are

trespassing on this bridge to get the view. As

far as I can tell that's probably going to

continue on the replacement bridge. It seems

like it would be in everyone's interest if they

had a publicly acceptable way for people to get

this spectacular view.

That's my concern. I'd like to see a

little bit more focus and maybe see if there's any

way we could save a portion of this bridge.

MS. CARDINAL: Nathan, this is Jare at the

Seneca Museum. I agree with you. I'm just saying

looking at it from a historic preservation point.

There's another similar bridge that they tore down

several years ago. I'm wondering how many bridges

like this are left. I hear that it is one with a

spectacular view of the gorge.

MR. CARACCILO: Any other questions or

comments from people on the phone calling in?
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MS. FANIZZO: This is Kelly from the Advisory

Council. I think my question is more of a

process-based one. Is there a schedule or

overall time line or milestones that we should

be aware of with this decision making on this?

Where are our opportunities for further

consultation?

MR. HESSINGER: As of right now we're

scheduled to have a draft of the DEIS at least to

the cooperating agencies at the end of April.

MS. FANIZZO: I missed what you said it was.

MR. HESSINGER: The end of April. The draft

of the DEIS, a preliminary draft to the cooperating

agencies for administrative review. So our time

frame is relatively tight to move forward.

MS. FANIZZO: So is there an opportunity when,

as the gentleman -- I apologize, I missed your

name -- from the Historic Bridge Association asked

to talk about any other alternatives to consider

ways to save even a part of the bridge?

MR. HESSINGER: I think it speaks to what we

talked about earlier. We've been at this for six

years or more. And to date there have been no

entities who have come forward with a willingness
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to accept responsibility for the structure.

MS. FANIZZO: What kind of outreach did you do

in the State review process to solicit that sort

of interest?

MR. HESSINGER: Basically it was part of the

DEIS that was published. There wasn't any separate

outreach on that issue.

MR. PICCIOTTI: There were comments received

about the issue through that process beginning with

scoping and including the publication of the draft

of the Environmental Impact Statement procedure and

including the public hearing that was held under

SEQR.

MS. FANIZZO: So in the SEQR document was it

made clear that you were looking for folks to take

the bridge or was the alternative listed as they

are on the presentation we saw and no one came

forward?

MR. PICCIOTTI: There was a full discussion

about that alternative and there was a specific

statement made that that alternative could not be

furthered unless persons came forward who had the

ability to take on the responsibility to the old

bridge.
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MS. FANIZZO: I see. I think this is good

information to know. The folks from the SHPO

Office, in your experience in dealing with these

type of resources, are there any other entities

you think it might be worthwhile to outreach to?

Or do you think that's exhausted the realm

of preservationists who might be able to

maintain such a structure?

MR. HESSINGER: Julian?

MR. ADAMS: Ask that again, please. It was a

long statement about looking for other people to

take care of the bridge?

MS. FANIZZO: I'm happy to recap it and make

it shorter. The outreach that DOT did to the

public under the State Environmental Review

Process, including the statement that we need

someone to come forward and take care of the

bridge, in your experience dealing with these types

of historic resources in the State are you aware of

any other groups that didn't see the State

Environmental Review or it wouldn't have been on

their radar, anything that you think additional

outreach would be productive?

MR. ADAMS: It has a pretty high profile in
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the region and Statewide. It's been in the

papers, been on preservation organizations,

regional preservation organization's radar.

It's not that its been hiding. It's been known

for some time. I have not bumped into anyone

who's come forward. I would hate to say the

usual suspects but there's an eager group of

people out there who know about it and advocate

on its behalf of historic resources in the

area. I can't think of anybody else in the area

or region that has been overlooked or doesn't

know about it.

MS. FANIZZO: Okay. Thank you.

MR. CARACCILO: Any further comments from

people on the phone?

MS. CARDINAL: This is Jare again. Has that

been designated national historic?

MR. ADAMS: The bridge?

MS. CARDINAL: The bridge, yeah.

MR. ADAMS: The bridge is a contributing part

of the Letchworth State Park Historic District

that's listed on the National Register. So it is

contributing an element of the historic listing of

the entire park.
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MS. CARDINAL: But not separate.

MR. ADAMS: I don't believe so.

MR. KOWALCZYK: No. I'm pretty sure, Julian,

it's just a contributing element.

MR. ADAMS: To our mind it's no different

than an individual listing. Honestly, it's no

different. You would think it would be a

National Historic Landmark, which this has not

been identified as.

MR. HOLTH: This is Nathan Holth again for

HistoricBridges.org. One other comment as I look

at my notes I wanted to make. In the document that

was mailed to me -- and there was some discussion

in the presentation on possible methods to mitigate

adverse effects -- assume that the bridge is to be

demolished. Just a couple suggestions I had for

mitigation. I don't know if they'd survive but if

they do I'd also like to see part of that

documentation would be to have the original plans,

the original drawings. I'd like to see those

scanned and included in the documentation.

I'd also like to say, if possible, some

portions of whether it be the tower or the metal

truss superstructure, or some portion of that
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could be salvaged in, displayed somewhere like a

sculpture of some sort. People could see some

of the original iron and steel from the bridge.

I believe there are some portions of the bridge

that date to 1875. Maybe some of those older

portions could be singled out. That would be

kind of nice to salvage some of those for

display somewhere.

MR. ADAMS: There's been discussion that

Norfolk Southern would have to contract separately

with the Historic American Engineering Record,

which they are prepared to do, for full

documentation of the bridge. Also, we are looking

into whatever agreement that comes out to have

salvaged portions of the bridge salvaged and also

used as part of display. So we're all thinking the

same direction.

MR. HOLTH: That's good to hear.

MR. PARKER: This is Rich Parker with the

State Park Region. That is part of the plan.

That's already listed in the MOU that portions of

that will go into interpretive displays near the

bridge and also possibly at the Letchworth Museum.

MS. COONEY: In Section A of the draft MOA
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it discusses, under educational interpretive

materials, salvage and conservation of certain

amount of one of the piers to include both legs.

The bridge does have date plates that say

1875.

MR. HOLTH: That's good to hear that's in

there.

MR. CARACCILO: Anything else from the people

calling in? Anyone in the room?

MS. MEIVES: I'll go ahead. This is Caitlin

Meives of the Landmark Society of Western New York.

We're a regional nonprofit preservation

organization. I've been sort of familiarized and

involved with this Project for about three years,

even though there's staff that's preceded me and

were involved prior to that. I just want to sort

of reiterate basically the comments and the

positions that we put forth in our comments on the

DEIS process. Our position is that we reluctantly

agreed with this preferred alternative of replacing

the bridge. That was a difficult decision for us

to arrive at but we thought that that was

preferable to having two bridges right there on

parallel alignment. We thought that would really



11

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Greater Rochester Court Reporting Service
75 Barrett Drive #841

Webster, New York 14580

51

SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTIES MEETING

negatively impact the viewshed, which is as

important in consideration as the historic

resource itself. We sort of reluctantly came to

that conclusion. My comments I'm going to want

to direct at the proposed mitigation. I think

that the documentation and the interpretive plan

and salvaging some of the pieces, I think those

are all great things that should definitely

happen. But I think that's sort of baseline

mitigation. That's a starting point. I don't

think that's really enough in this situation

with the resource that we are losing. I think

it's a pretty basically-held tenet of

preservation that, yes, there are times you have

to demolish a historic resource. We get that.

But if you're going to be replacing a historic

resource what replaces it should be as good, if

not of better design or architectural quality

than what's being lost.

So in our comments to the DEIS we did want to

see a design that was perhaps maybe not

quote/unquote off-the-shelf design, something that

really speaks to the importance of that landscape

and viewshed and the resource that it's replacing.
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The major issue with mitigation that we thought

is the issue of pedestrian trespassing versus

access. It's been a problem with this existing

bridge for probably since the day it was built.

And I think we may need to approach it rather

than referring to it as pedestrian trespassing,

approach it from a different direction.

Pedestrians are going to try to access that

bridge no matter what. It's just human nature

and I think maybe we need to start from that

perspective and see if there isn't a way to

provide some kind of safe and legal pedestrian

access on the new bridge.

And then the only other comment I had was

relating to the abutment design. There isn't

really a lot of renderings of what that's going to

look like but we did have some concerns about that.

And that's all from me.

MS. SCHUMAKER: Joan Schumaker from the

Friends of Genesee Valley Greenway. As far as

affecting the historic properties, with respect to

the canal and the trails, really they're not going

to be impacted. I think the main concern that we

have is the construction materials and the
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guidelines that are in that area to make sure

that the companies that are working there follow

the rules and put up signage that's appropriate

when the trail has to be closed, et cetera. I

agree with the Landmark Society's approach with

respect to the viewshed being compromised by two

bridges there. I, myself, believe that one

bridge is enough but I also concur that we

should have a way to access that bridge to view

that gorge. I was born and brought up in that

area. I've been there all my life. Almost

everybody I know has been on that bridge. Not

me, but everybody else. I think that it's

important that that be given consideration. I

know I've talked about it up to two years ago at

some of the hearings. It keeps getting

stonewalled. I think it's important that it

happen.

MR. HESSINGER: Thank you. Parks?

MR. PARKER: I think pretty much everything

that has been said covers most of our concerns. As

Joan had mentioned we've been having these

discussions for well over fifteen years or so. We

had also brought up the possibility we would
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like to see also if possible some pedestrian

walkway or access. That's something that Parks

has consistently asked for. Norfolk Southern

has explained from their point of view why they

don't feel that's appropriate or feasible. If

there still could be some consideration of that

we would certainly be appreciative of it.

MS. ABRAMS: My concern is what you brought

up about east of the bridge or the new one.

MS. SCHUMAKER: This is Joan Schumaker again

with the Friends of Genesee Valley Greenway. I was

quite impressed with essentially everything that's

been done as far as these findings are concerned.

The east side, the fact that there's some care

taken to find the areas that are of concern, and to

map those out and keep those free of construction I

think has been -- around the Cascade House and so

forth -- that's a plus. I'm not personally aware

of Native American trails on the east side, other

than perhaps along the Gorge where the canal and

the Greenway and Finger Lakes Trail are. I think

there's very little area on the east side that's

going to be impacted.

MS. CARDINAL: It's going to be disturbed



11

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Greater Rochester Court Reporting Service
75 Barrett Drive #841

Webster, New York 14580

55

SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTIES MEETING

though. That's an impact. I know most of it

has been disturbed before, but . . .

MR. CARACCILO: We have investigated where we

are going to be constructing.

MS. CARDINAL: We'll have a discussion after

with Chris and probably Nancy.

MR. CARACCILO: We do have an area of

potential effect. We're not going outside of

those borders. Just to make clear, letting you

know we have definite areas of planned

disturbances.

MR. KOWALCZYK: This is Mike Kowalczyk from

Federal Highway. I guess for the tribes we would

be interested -- I understand you don't want to put

out to the public where your archeologically

sensitive sites are. I think that's kind of where

you were getting at during the presentations. You

know, they have maps -- understanding and for the

public sites -- that are contributing to the park.

If there's something that we're not aware of but

you don't want for the public record, you don't

want people going out there and digging up your

sensitive sites . . .

MS. CARDINAL: It's not just archeological
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that's the thing. It's environmental. It's the

existing, what's left of trails, things that

have already been disturbed. It's not all

archeological. I think there would be a good

thing at some point to sit down and have a

discussion about those issues.

MR. KOWALCZYK: That's where I was getting to.

Basically, I understand you and Christine are

going to talk. Let's talk with SHPO and then if

we need to sit down and have a separate

discussion, Federal Highway, I'm sure New York

State is more than welcome to do that. If

there's something that we need to know, if we

need to look somewhere else, if you need to get

certain things in line before you have that

discussion with us we'll more than accommodate

for that. If you know of something, you just

want to double-check, go ahead double-check and

then we'll have that conversation at a later

date as soon as possible. We don't want to miss

anything in this process.

MS. CARDINAL: Okay.

MR. HERRING: Dave Herring with State Parks.

Just one thing, a technicality, Julian, help me
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if I misspeak. In your letter to us all it says

the party is not subject to Section 106. I

thought that this was always subject to 106

because of Indian Nation Park Land.

MR. HESSINGER: It's more a question of

timing.

MR. HERRING: Anyways it's a technicality.

Not a big deal, just a point. The other piece

that ties in with the Project overview -- again

we've brought this question up before so the FRA

could class those speeds. And what speeds are

really going to be going through the park? We

never got an answer. And that relates to sound

because it's not linear. The faster they go --

it's not linear that you get "X" amount of

decibels. It's probably going to be more like

hyperbolic or asymptotic. We've never gotten

an answer. Through the early audiology, the

audible scenarios that were put through we think

it was marginal. We'd ask if that was taken.

Just a point because it's going to impact the

park and Glen Iris. We've never been given

those specifics ever. We've never been given a

speed. It's based on speed "X" but we don't
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know really what speeds are going to be used in

the future now that you're going to have this

bridge capable of modern loads and speeds.

MS. COWING: The bridge will be capable of

modern speeds but it's still going to have a big

curve.

MR. HERRING: They're taking some of the

curve out.

MR. HESSINGER: It's not enough to change.

Right now the speed on the bridge is ten. So

they're slowing down to ten to cross the bridge.

Speed of the new bridge . . .

MS. COWING: Speed of the new bridge would be

thirty-five. There is an analysis of noise

in the already published . . .

MR. HERRING: We read through that again to

see.

MR. PICCIOTTI: The noise force changes

because the slower it goes -- I call it the

clickety-clack factor -- you've got more noise in

some ways. The faster it goes there's different

effects from the sound.

MR. HESSINGER: You also won't get the

breaking and the acceleration because of the
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constant speed.

MR. HERRING: Again, just bringing up points.

The other piece is looking at the area of potential

effect and gets into the ownership. I'm assuming

we're going to get all these ownership issues

ironed out and surveyed. That was one of the

discussions. I don't know if that's part of

this.

MR. HESSINGER: That's a separate issue than

what we're here for.

MR. HERRING: That's pretty much it. The

only other thing is in the draft MOA. I don't

think that there's any reference to the Castile

entrance.

MS. COWING: This draft MOA is for essentially

Section 106 support.

MR. HERRING: So they're separate pieces?

MR. HESSINGER: Yes.

MS. COWING: I'm going to bring it up, whether

it's appropriate or not, right now. We've had

questions asked but we're not answering all of

them. It seems that we probably should address

those that we can.

MR. HESSINGER: Yes. I think that's
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appropriate. Let me jump back. In terms of

Nathan and a couple others that talked about

whether portions of the bridge could be

retained, with the exception of the two

westernmost spans that would have to come down

under Alternative 5. From a technical

standpoint there's nothing that says that we

couldn't leave those two spans or leave any

other portion of that bridge up as a viewing

platform or for something else. From a

technical standpoint I didn't see any reason why

it could not be done. It goes back to the issue

of who's going to step forward and be the

responsible entity, who can take ownership,

maintain and accept the liabilities for that

structure. Then there's impacts of the

viewshed. We also have the river as designated

a scenic river under the State. We also have

special legislation, the Genesee River Act,

which gives it protection that exists under the

Federal Law. At least on the State side whoever

that new owner's going to be would have to get a

permit from DEC for that second bridge to

remain. I know DEC has expressed their
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reservations with respect to the visual impact

of having two bridges there and is not entirely

confident that they would permit that second

structure there.

On culture a little bit, the issue of the not

off-the-shelf design. Caitlin, I know we've spoken

about this at the public hearing. In that the

loadings that are referred to are significantly

different and significantly greater than the

loads that are now imposed in the Highway

Department. So the bridge types that are

available to use are more limited than the

bridge types that are available to the Highway.

So when you think about a signature bridge

you're thinking about maybe some type of

cable-stayed arch or something like that or

suspension bridges. And those structure

types, those do not work in this. They are not

stiff enough. There's too much vibration in the

structure and they're not a viable bridge type.

So in looking at what types of bridges are

available to us that can carry the loads and

the site conditions we have -- there's a

very deep gorge with near vertical walls. And
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this is documented in the appendix. We do look

at the types of bridges that were viable. And

you ended up with essentially a bridge of

very similar design to what the current bridge

is. And considering the cost and

constructablity factors, that's how we ended up

with the arch.

MR. PICCIOTTI: We outreached, the DOT did,

early on with park patrons and others. They liked

the arch compared to the other designs.

MR. PARKER: I would echo that from the public

hearings and Citizens Advisory Committee meetings

and so on. The design was overwhelmingly preferred

and quite honestly from a viewshed standpoint it's

much less intrusive than what's currently there.

It gives you a much more natural view.

MR. HESSINGER: Not only are you not working

in the river to build the new bridge but also when

you remove the piers and we remove the steel towers

it returns the Genesee River to a completely

natural condition at the bridge site.

Joe, I'll throw it to you. Do you want

to address the pedestrian issue?

MR. PICCIOTTI: I think it's a pretty
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straightforward answer and it's been consistent.

I would say the answer has always been a safety

issue for Norfolk Southern. Pedestrian access

is problematic on the bridge when operating a

rail bridge. Operating rail bridges are not

good places for pedestrians. For what, I think,

would otherwise be pretty obvious reasons

whether it relates to pedestrian safety, safety

of NS workers, potential concerns regarding the

range from terrorists and otherwise having folks

on an operating rail bridge is just a matter of

company policy. It's not something we do.

We'll continue to take steps to discourage and

prevent possible trespassing on the bridge.

MS. SCHUMAKER: This is Joan Schumaker again.

I've heard many examples of working railroad

bridges with pedestrian access.

MR. HESSINGER: I wouldn't say many but there

are examples of bridges with pedestrian access.

MS. SCHUMAKER: They can coexist and be

successful. I think this is stonewalling.

MR. PICCIOTTI: I'm passing along Norfolk

Southern's perspective. It's a freight bridge.

There may be other companies that have -- and my
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understanding is those examples are not bridges

that carry freight as this one does but rather

pedestrians.

MR. HESSINGER: The bridges that I'm aware

of -- CN's bridge over the Niagara River, that

every carrier interchanges in between Buffalo and

New York uses that bridge, that has pedestrian

access over it, at least part of the way. There's

a bridge in Harpers Ferry, West Virginia. CSX has

pedestrian access on it. There may be others but

those are at least two that are everyday freight

service that do have pedestrian access will note

that the right-of-way today is Norfolk Southern's

private property. At the end of the day when the

bridge is done this is not a public roadway. It's

private property of Norfolk Southern Railroad

Corporation. In addition to the safety issues that

Joe brought up I think we, on the public side, at

least have to recognize the liability issues that

they, as a private corporation, would be exposing

themselves to by inviting the public on this.

Other than being aware of those structures I

don't have any details on them or reference by

which those facilities are open to the public.
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MS. MEIVES: This is Caitlin with the Landmark

Society again. I think the other concern we had

related to the pedestrian access. There are

certainly measures that Norfolk Southern will be

able to take to try and limit or prevent pedestrian

access. We have concerns that some of those

measures might negatively impact the surrounding

environment or viewshed of the landscape. I

have no mental pictures of what those measures

might be, what impact those might be.

MR. PICCIOTTI: Those being developed are

certainly beyond the bridge structure that's there.

The major one would be used to secure the site and

secure the right-of-way. I'm certainly not

aware of any negative impact on the viewshed

prospective.

MR. HESSINGER: Right now the right-of-way

is . . .

MR. PICCIOTTI: It would be fencing. It would

be potentially gates or some other similar

measures. It certainly wouldn't be out of

character with operating a rail bridge and the

setting it's in.

MR. HESSINGER: The next thing I want to
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touch on is with Joe about the notification of

the construction plan. One of the comments you

submitted under the CPAIS and asked to provide

notification for appropriate signage to users

of the trail.

MS. SCHUMAKER: The plan is going to be

created by Norfolk Southern. Who approves this,

reviews this?

MR. HESSINGER: Ultimately, Norfolk Southern

prepares that. They're the ones who are going to

hire the contractor and they'd be the ones with

direct oversight over the construction. State DOT

and Federal Highways have a review role, plans,

specifications and estimates. That's going to

be part of that. It's going to be directed to

the contractor to take certain actions.

There was a comment about, I think, Jay --

about something on the concrete of the abutments.

Early on in the review of the Project under

Section 1409 when Norfolk Southern and Parks were

having discussions with respect to the bridge the

issue of either making it look like stone were

considered. Ultimately, Parks thought it was not

appropriate for the bridge to give it a full
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historic look with stone. This type of bridge

would never be set on stone abutments.

However, I think the thing that you're talking

about is a little bit different than the discussion

we had earlier with respect to a stone look. And

certainly I'll let Joe speak to that.

MR. PICCIOTTI: The one thing -- I know the

comment. I wasn't sure whether that related to

some kind of in-river structure but there won't be

for the new bridge. I'm not sure what stone

structure he was focused on. Because other than

having to do with trails and otherwise I'm not

aware of . . .

MR. HESSINGER: My understanding is with

respect to the concrete piers on the approach spans

rather than having a stone look whether there could

be some other type of something imprinted in the

concrete -- we've started stamping images on

highway bridges -- something like that. I don't

see that as something that's outside the realm of

possibilities.

MR. TOTH: I can send you some samples, if

need be, some ideas of what we're talking about.

The fact the trails run there give us an
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opportunity to provide something more to the

public being the cultural and historic aspects

there.

MR. HESSINGER: If you have some ideas.

MR. CARACCILO: Email them to me, Jay. This

is Chris Caraccilo. If you email those to me I can

disseminate them.

MR. TOTH: Sounds good.

MR. PARKER: This is Rich Parker with State

Parks. Jay, is it something that could also be

possibly incorporated into some interpretive

signage at the site other than something that's on

the structure?

MR. TOTH: We can do both. That's what we're

doing over in Ohio. I think you better show me

some things here. It's one thing to talk about

but if you visually see it I think you have a

different perception of it.

MR. PARKER: It would be helpful to see some

examples.

MR. HESSINGER: I don't think I have anything

else here that I think I can address that I haven't

already. If anybody else wants to fling something

at me that you think I should have covered or can



11

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Greater Rochester Court Reporting Service
75 Barrett Drive #841

Webster, New York 14580

69

SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTIES MEETING

cover here that we haven't responded to please

bring it up.

MR. KOWALCZYK: Anybody on the phone, did we

miss anything that you'd like to talk about?

MR. CARACCILO: We can move on to the next

step in terms of the review period with MOA.

MR. HESSINGER: The review period ends

April 9th. We'll accept any further written

comments until April 8th.

MS. SANTANGELO: Written comments then will be

reviewed by DOT Federal Highway in consultation

with SHPO and they'll be considered in terms of

understanding what the adverse effects are and

determining at that point what's needed I guess

for complete resolution. It also would be

incorporated essentially in revisions to the

draft MOA. That would be sent out again for

everyone to review. Normally, in these

situations consulting parties have the

opportunity to sign the MOA. They can concur

with the process and their participation in it

and sign as concurrent parties to the MOA. But

the document would be provided for review of any

changes that are made.
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MR. CARACCILO: Please let us know if the

Seneca Nation would like a meeting in the near

future.

MR. KOWALCZYK: Mike Kowalczyk from Federal

Highway. If any of the tribes -- just as Chris is

saying -- any of the tribes reach out to me or

Tricia Millington (phonetic) -- she's our Tribal

point of contact in our office -- or myself for

the bridge we'll make all the necessary

accommodations to meet with you.

I guess the only other point for Federal

Highway was ACHP, Kelly, reach out to me. I don't

know if you're still on the phone but reach out to

me to let me know what ACHP would like to do in

terms of the Section 106 consulting party.

MS. FANIZZO: Sure. No problem. Julian, are

you still on the phone?

MR. CARACCILO: I think he left.

MS. FANIZZO: I'm going to give Julian a quick

call to follow up. Is Monday acceptable?

MR. KOWALCZYK: Monday's what we talked about.

That'll be fine.

MS. FANIZZO: Great. Thanks.

MR. CARACCILO: Anything further from anyone
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else on the phone?

MS. CARDINAL: Nope.

MR. CARACCILO: Thank you all for

participating today. Any further questions or

comments from the room?

MS. SCHUMAKER: Just a correction on Page 8.

Cross out 1852.

MR. CARACCILO: Thank you all very much.

Thank you for your time.

(Whereupon the meeting adjourned at 3:00 p.m.)

* * * * *
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STENOGRAPHER'S CERTIFICATION

I, DOROTHY MAIORANA, being a Shorthand Reporter in

the County of Monroe, State of New York, do hereby certify

that I reported in Stenotype Shorthand the Portageville

Bridge Project, Section 106 Consulting Parties Meeting, held

on the 20th day of March, 2014, at the New York State

Department of Transportation, Region 4 Building, Genesee

Conference Room, Rochester, New York; and that the foregoing

pages number 1 through 72 were prepared under my direction

and control, and constitute a true, accurate, and correct

record of those Stenotype Shorthand notes.

I further certify that I am neither attorney nor

counsel for any of the parties, nor a relative or employee of

any attorney or counsel connected with the action, nor

financially interested in the outcome of the action.

_______________________________

DOROTHY MAIORANA

Dated at Rochester, New York

this 3rd day of April, 2013.
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Portageville Bridge - Chronological Listing of Section 106 Correspondence 
 

1 

Date 
From To 

Subject Appendix 
Name Organization Name Organization 

8/9/2010 Claudia Cooney AKRF Nancy Herter NYSHPO Transmittal of Phase I Cultural Resource Survey Report C-4 

9/13/2010 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT 
Christine Abrams/ 
Chief Darwin Hill 

Tonawanda 
Seneca Nation  

Transmittal of Phase I Cultural Resource Survey Report C-4 

9/21/2010 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT 
Chief Leo Henry& 
Stuart Patterson 

Tuscarora Nation Transmittal of Phase I Cultural Resource Survey Report C-4 

9/22/2010 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT Curtis Lazore 
Haudenosaunee 

Cultural Resource 
Center 

Copied on transmittal of Phase I Cultural Resource 
Survey Report based on protocol established with 
Tuscarora Nation  

C-4 

9/22/2010 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT G. Peter Jemison 
NAGPRA 

Representative, 
Seneca Nation 

Transmittal of Phase I Cultural Resource Survey Report C-4 

9/24/2010 Nancy Herter NYSHPO Claudia Cooney AKRF 
Request for information in response to the review of the 
Phase I Cultural Resource Survey Report and 
concurrence with conclusions 

C-4 

2/24/2011 Lauren Waldinger 
Seneca Nation 

of Indians  
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT 
Concurrence with Phase I Cultural Resource Survey 
Report; Seneca Nation of Indians’ opinion of “No Adverse 
Effect” 

C-4 

5/9/2011 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT Ruth Pierpont NYSHPO Transmittal of Phase II Archaeological Investigation C-4 

5/9/2011 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT Lana Watt 
Seneca Nation of 

Indians 
Transmittal of Phase II Archaeological Investigation C-4 

5/9/2011 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT 
Christine Abrams/ 
Chief Darwin Hill 

Tonawanda 
Seneca Nation  

Transmittal of Phase II Archaeological Investigation  C-4 

5/23/2011 Nancy Herter NYSHPO 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT 
Concurrence with Phase II Archaeological Investigation. 
Also indicating no further archaeological concerns with 
the project 

C-4 

8/8/2012 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT Ruth Pierpont NYSHPO 
Transmittal of Phase I B Archaeological Addendum and 
Cascade House Avoidance Plan 

C-4 

8/8/2012 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT Lana Watt 
Seneca Nation of 

Indians 
Transmittal of Phase I B Archaeological Addendum and 
Cascade House Avoidance Plan 

C-4 

8/22/2012 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT 
Christine Abrams/ 
Chief Darwin Hill 

Tonawanda 
Seneca Nation  

Transmittal of Phase I B Archaeological Addendum and 
Cascade House Avoidance Plan 

C-4 

9/4/2012 Wm. Brian Yates NYSHPO 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT 
Concurrence with Phase I B Archaeological Addendum 
and Cascade House Avoidance Plan 

C-4 

11/14/2013 Robert Davies FHWA Jamie Fosburgh 
U.S. Dept. of 

Interior National 
Park Service 

Invitation to participate as Section 106 Consulting Party C-4 

11/14/2013 Robert Davies FHWA Lauren Waldinger 
Seneca Nation of 

Indians 
Invitation to participate as Section 106 Consulting Party  C-4 



Portageville Bridge - Chronological Listing of Section 106 Correspondence (Cont’d) 
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Date 
From To 

Subject Appendix 
Name Organization Name Organization 

11/14/2013 Robert Davies FHWA Darwin Hill 
Tonawanda 

Seneca Nation 
Invitation to participate as Section 106 Consulting Party  C-4 

11/14/2013 Robert Davies FHWA Neil Patterson, Jr. Tuscarora Nation Invitation to participate as Section 106 Consulting Party  C-4 

11/15/2013 
Raymond 
Hessinger 

NYSDOT Nathan Holth 
Historic 

Bridges.org 
Invitation to participate as Section 106 Consulting Party  C-4 

11/15/2013 
Raymond 
Hessinger 

NYSDOT Sally Walker 
Genesee Valley 

Conservancy 
Invitation to participate as Section 106 Consulting Party  C-4 

11/15/2013 
Raymond 
Hessinger 

NYSDOT Tania Werbizky 
Preservation 

League of New 
York State 

Invitation to participate as Section 106 Consulting Party  C-4 

11/15/2013 
Raymond 
Hessinger 

NYSDOT Ronald Ballinger 
Castile Historical 

Society & Museum 
Invitation to participate as Section 106 Consulting Party  C-4 

11/15/2013 
Raymond 
Hessinger 

NYSDOT Doris A. Bannister 
Wyoming County 
Historical Office 

Invitation to participate as Section 106 Consulting Party  C-4 

11/15/2013 
Raymond 
Hessinger 

NYSDOT Thomas Yots 
Preservation 

Buffalo Niagara 
Invitation to participate as Section 106 Consulting Party  C-4 

11/15/2013 
Raymond 
Hessinger 

NYSDOT Joseph Koscis 
Western New York 
Railway Historical 

Society 
Invitation to participate as Section 106 Consulting Party  C-4 

11/15/2013 
Raymond 
Hessinger 

NYSDOT William Brummett 
Livingston County 
Historical Society 

Invitation to participate as Section 106 Consulting Party  C-4 

11/15/2013 
Raymond 
Hessinger 

NYSDOT Edward Holmes 
Friends of the 

Genesee Valley 
Greenway 

Invitation to participate as Section 106 Consulting Party  C-4 

11/15/2013 
Raymond 
Hessinger 

NYSDOT Joanne Arany 
Landmark Society 
of Western New 

York 
Invitation to participate as Section 106 Consulting Party  C-4 

11/15/2013 
Raymond 
Hessinger 

NYSDOT Carol Rathbun 
Friends of 
Letchworth 

Invitation to participate as Section 106 Consulting Party  C-4 

11/18/2013 Robert Davies FHWA Chief Leo R. Henry Tuscarora Nation Initiate Section 106 Consultation C-4 

11/18/2013 Robert Davies FHWA Melissa Bach 
Seneca Nation of 

Indians 
Initiate Section 106 Consultation C-4 

1/7/2014 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT Michael Kowalczyk FHWA 
Request FHWA approval of Section 106 Consulting Party 
status for seven organizations and individuals 

C-4 

1/17/2014 Michael Kowalczyk FHWA 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT 
Approval of Section 106 Consulting Party status for seven 
organizations and individuals 

C-4 

2/11/2014 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT Julian Adams NYSHPO 
Letter transmitting Section 106 Finding Documentation 
and requesting concurrence with Adverse Effect 
recommendation 

C-1 



Portageville Bridge - Chronological Listing of Section 106 Correspondence (Cont’d) 
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Date 
From To 

Subject Appendix 
Name Organization Name Organization 

2/13/2014 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT Bryan Printup Tuscarora Nation 
Email transmitting Section 106 materials due to point-of-
contact change at the Tuscarora Nation 

C-4 

2/20/2014 Julian Adams NYSHPO 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT Concurrence with Finding of Adverse Effect C-1 

2/26/2014 Daniel P. Hitt NYSDOT Michael Kowalczyk FHWA 
Request for FHWA concurrence with Adverse Effect 
finding; transmittal of Section 106 Finding Documentation 
and NYSHPO concurrence 

C-1 

3/5/2014 Michael Kowalczyk FHWA 
Charlene Dwin 

Vaughn 

Advisory Council 
on Historic 

Preservation 

Notification of Adverse Effect finding; provided 
documentation specified in 36 CFR 800.11(e) 

C-4 

3/5/2014 Julian Adams NYSHPO 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT Comments on Preliminary Draft MOA C-4 

3/6/2014 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT Joan Schumaker 
Friends of the 

Genesee Valley 
Greenway 

Invitation to March 20, 2014 Consulting Party meeting 
and transmittal of Section 106 documentation including 
Finding Documentation and Preliminary Draft MOA  

C-4 

3/6/2014 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT Nathan Holth 
Historic 

Bridges.org 

Invitation to March 20, 2014 Consulting Party meeting 
and transmittal of Section 106 documentation including 
Finding Documentation and Preliminary Draft MOA 

C-4 

3/6/2014 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT Caitlin Meives 
Landmark Society 
of Western New 

York 

Invitation to March 20, 2014 Consulting Party meeting 
and transmittal of Section 106 documentation including 
Finding Documentation and Preliminary Draft MOA 

C-4 

3/6/2014 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT Dave Herring OPRHP 
Invitation to March 20, 2014 Consulting Party meeting 
and transmittal of Section 106 documentation including 
Finding Documentation and Preliminary Draft MOA 

C-4 

3/6/2014 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT Melissa Bach 
Seneca Nation of 

Indians 

Invitation to March 20, 2014 Consulting Party meeting 
and transmittal of Section 106 documentation including 
Finding Documentation and Preliminary Draft MOA 

C-4 

3/6/2014 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT Chief Darwin Hill 
Tonawanda 

Seneca Nation 

Invitation to March 20, 2014 Consulting Party meeting 
and transmittal of Section 106 documentation including 
Finding Documentation and Preliminary Draft MOA 

C-4 

3/6/2014 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT Bryan Printup Tuscarora Nation 
Invitation to March 20, 2014 Consulting Party meeting 
and transmittal of Section 106 documentation including 
Finding Documentation and Preliminary Draft MOA 

C-4 

3/27/2014 LaShavio Johnson 
Advisory Council 

on Historic 
Preservation 

Michael Kowalczyk FHWA 
Notification that ACHP will not participate in resolution of 
Adverse Effect pursuant to Section 106 

C-4 

3/28/2014 Nathan Holth 
Historic 

Bridges.org 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT 
Comments on Project based on attendance at the March 
20, 2014, Consulting Party meeting 

C-4 
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Date 
From To 

Subject Appendix 
Name Organization Name Organization 

4/7/2014 Caitlin Meives 
Landmark 
Society of 

Western NY 

Raymond 
Hessinger 

NYSDOT 
Comments on Project based on attendance at the March 
20, 2014, Consulting Party meeting 

C-4 

5/20/2014 Jay Toth 
Seneca Nation 

of Indians 
Christopher 
Caraccilo 

NYSDOT Seneca Nation of Indians’ opinion of “No Adverse Effect”  C-4 

5/30/2014 Michael Kowalczyk FHWA Daniel Hitt NYSDOT Adverse Effect determination for the Project C-1 

6/18/2014 
Raymond 
Hessinger 

NYSDOT Dave Herring OPRHP Letter transmitting Revised Draft MOA  C-4 

6/18/2014 
Raymond 
Hessinger 

NYSDOT Melissa Bach 
Seneca Nation of 

Indians 
Letter transmitting Revised Draft MOA  C-4 

6/18/2014 
Raymond 
Hessinger 

NYSDOT Jay Toth 
Seneca Nation of 

Indians 
Letter transmitting Revised Draft MOA  C-4 

6/18/2014 
Raymond 
Hessinger 

NYSDOT Darwin Hill 
Tonawanda 

Seneca Nation 
Letter transmitting Revised Draft MOA  C-4 

6/18/2014 
Raymond 
Hessinger 

NYSDOT Bryan Printup Tuscarora Nation Letter transmitting Revised Draft MOA  C-4 

6/18/2014 
Raymond 
Hessinger 

NYSDOT Caitlin Meives 
Landmark Society 
of Western New 

York 
Letter transmitting Revised Draft MOA  C-4 

6/18/2014 
Raymond 
Hessinger 

NYSDOT Joan Schumaker 
Friends of the 

Genesee Valley 
Greenway 

Letter transmitting Revised Draft MOA  C-4 

6/18/2014 
Raymond 
Hessinger 

NYSDOT Nathan Holth 
Historic 

Bridges.org 
Letter transmitting Revised Draft MOA  C-4 

 



















SENECA NATION OF INDIANS 
TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

90 OHI:YO’ WAY 
SALAMANCA, NY 14779 

PHONE: (716) 945-1790    FAX: (716) 945-8133 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Re:  Cascade Hotel Norfolk Southern Railroad Bridge Project 
  Town of Portage, Livingston County, NY 
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Appendix C: Historic and Cultural Resources 

C-4 Correspondence Not Contained in Appendix F of the Section 
106 Finding Documentation (March 2014 and Onward) 

 







 
Andrew M. Cuomo 

Governor 
 

Rose Harvey 
Commissioner 

Division for Historic Preservation   
Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 
518-237-8643 
www.nysparks.com 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

March 5, 2014 
 
 

Christopher P. Caraccilo 
Acting Regional Landscape Architect 
Regional Cultural Resource Coordinator 
NYS Department of Transportation-Region 4 
1530 Jefferson Road 
Rochester, NY 14623 
 
 
 
      Re:   FHWA/NEPA/NYSDOT/OPRHP 
:                      Draft MOA 
              Portageville Bridge Project 
              Letchworth State Park 
              Livingston County 
Dear Mr. Caraccilo: 
 
Thank you for your forwarding the draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) concerning 
mitigation for the Portageville Bridge Project. The New York State Historic Preservation Office 
has reviewed the Finding Document in accordance with the provisions of Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.  
 
Overall the draft is excellent and covers the process, discussions, and general program and project 
understandings to date. I do have some comments that should be addressed in any future (final) 
copies of the MOA. These are: 
 

1. Page 3, top of page (continued from Page 2).  Replace NPS with HAER (Historic 
American Engineering Record), as that is the organization that will be undertaking the 
recordation.  

2. Page 5, Letter B.  The language currently refers to “certain funding” but does not 
determine who this money will go to for execution of the recordation. While we 
understand that all mitigation funding will be addressed through a separate agreement(s),  
this item should be noted as a contract to be made between Norfolk Southern and HAER 
directly, reflecting the MOA’s appropriate commitment to documentation.  The 
NYSHPO will not serve as a “middleman”  



3. Page 6, Letter D, Construction Protection Plan.  After “NS shall”, “in consultation 
with OPRHP” 

4. Signature Page(s), Page 8. Remove Tom Alworth as a signatory. 
 
Again, thank you for your submission. If anyone has any questions, or if I can be of any 
assistance, please call me at (518)-237-8643, ext. 3271. 
 
 
Sincerely,   

 
Julian W. Adams 
Director, Bureau of Community Preservation Services 













































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
March 27, 2014 
 
Mr. Michael S. Kowalczyk 
Area Engineer 
Federal Highway Administration 
New York Division 
Leo W. O’Brien Federal Building 
11A Clinton Avenue, Suite 719 
Albany, NY 12207 
 
Ref:  Proposed Portageville Bridge Project in the Towns of Portage and Genesee Falls, 

  Livingston and Wyoming Counties, New York  

  

Dear Mr. Kowalczyk: 
 
The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) has received your notification and supporting 
documentation regarding the adverse effects of the referenced undertaking on a property or properties 
listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  Based upon the information 
provided, we have concluded that Appendix A, Criteria for Council Involvement in Reviewing Individual 

Section 106 Cases, of our regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), does not 
apply to this undertaking.  Accordingly, we do not believe that our participation in the consultation to 
resolve adverse effects is needed.  However, if we receive a request for participation from the State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, affected Indian tribe, a 
consulting party, or other party, we may reconsider this decision.  Additionally, should circumstances 
change, and it is determined that our participation is needed to conclude the consultation process, please 
notify us. 
 
Pursuant to 36 CFR §800.6(b)(1)(iv), you will need to file the final Memorandum of  Agreement (MOA), 
developed in consultation with the New York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and any other 
consulting parties, and related documentation with the ACHP at the conclusion of the consultation 
process.  The filing of the MOA, and supporting documentation with the ACHP is required in order to 
complete the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
 
Thank you for providing us with the notification of adverse effect. If you have any questions or require 
further assistance, please contact Kelly Fanizzo at 202-606-8507 or at kfanizzo@achp.gov.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
LaShavio Johnson 
Historic Preservation Technician 
Office of Federal Agency Programs 
 



    

 

mailto:achp@achp.gov
http://www.achp.gov/
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March 28, 2014 

Christopher P. Caraccilo 
Acting Regional Landscape Architect 
Regional Cultural Resource Coordinator 
NYS Department of Transportation-Region 4 
1530 Jefferson Road 
Rochester, NY 14623 

Subject: Portageville Railroad Bridge Section 106 Consulting Party Comments 

Dear Mr. Caraccilo: 

As a consulting party for the above listed project I wish to offer the following comments following the 
consulting party meeting on March 20, 2014. Some of these comments echo those I made during the 
meeting and are repeated here for emphasis and other comments are additional ideas and questions 
that came to mind after reviewing my notes from the meeting.  

Both comments expressed at the meeting as well as the number of people who currently trespass on 
the historic bridge demonstrate a public desire for a viewing opportunity from a bridge at this 
location. Norfolk Southern has unsurprisingly been unwilling to allow pedestrians on what is an active 
freight line including on the proposed replacement bridge. As such, in my opinion the only way to 
support the public desire for a viewing opportunity at this location is to find a way to preserve at 
least a portion of the historic bridge for the public to walk on. Doing so would enhance safety for 
Norfolk Southern, by diverting potential new bridge trespassers to a legal viewing location. It would 
also add to the attractions of Letchworth State Park, potentially bringing additional visitors to the 
park. As such, I recommend additional effort be made to find a way to make this a reality.  

I am seeking additional details as to why the Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
cannot take responsibility for ownership of the historic bridge. This bridge is located within a state 
park, and its repurposing as a pedestrian structure would make the structure a functional attraction 
that would be used exclusively by park visitors who have paid a fee to enter the park. As such, 
ownership of the historic bridge by the park in which it is located seems logical, particularly since the 
bridge would be a feature of the park and the park would directly benefit from it. Why would it not be 
possible for the OPRHP to own this bridge as a pedestrian bridge or viewing platform? It is not clear 
to me how owning this bridge would differ from other structures in the park that are owned and 
operated by the OPRHP. 

If the concern is the cost of operating and maintaining the historic bridge (which in my opinion would 
require minimal maintenance to support the loads of pedestrians), I am curious whether the fee to 
enter the park could be increased to support the maintenance of the bridge. Alternatively, could a 
separate fee be charged to allow visitors to access the bridge which would provide for the 
maintenance of the bridge? In Maine, visitors pay a fee of $5 to view the landscape from the top of a 

   

 
Nathan Holth 
12534 Houghton Drive 
Dewitt, MI, 48820 
 
269-290-2593 
nathan@historicbridges.org 
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bridge tower called the Penobscot Narrows Observatory. 
http://www.maine.gov/mdot/pnbo/hoursandrates.htm  

Concerns were raised during the meeting about possible visual obstructions to the scenery caused by 
leaving the historic bridge standing next to its replacement. Before offering a possible solution to this 
issue, I wish to point out that it 
is actually the new bridge which 
will change the visual 
appearance of the location. This 
historic bridge has been here for 
over 100 years. Leaving the 
historic bridge standing will not 
increase the visual obstruction or 
change the visual appearance of 
the landscape unless you are 
comparing it to what the valley 
looked like centuries ago. 

That being said, I wish to 
propose yet another alternative 
that would in fact reduce the 
visual impact of the historic 
bridge, while also providing a 
viewing platform for visitors. 
This would involve removing all but a few of the spans toward the western end of the bridge and 
providing a stairway at the western end to lead up to the western end of the bridge due to required 
removal of the two westernmost spans. Instead of a complete bridge going across the entire horizon, 
it would be a much shorter outlook that would only visually obstruct a portion of the valley. I believe 
this solution greatly decreases the combined visual impact of the project. At the same time it 
preserves a portion of the historic bridge so visitors can get an idea of what the full historic bridge 
looked like. It also addresses the public desire for a place to view the scenery of the park from a 
high-up location by providing a safe, legal location to enjoy spectacular views of the landscape. It 
also would be a smaller structure (and thus less costly) to maintain than the whole bridge. I have 
included here a rendering I created that shows what this scenic outlook would look like. There is 
precedent for reuse of a portion of a bridge in this manner, since it would function similar to the 
repurposed portion of the bridge in Kinzua Bridge State Park in Pennsylvania: 
http://www.dcnr.state.pa.us/stateparks/findapark/kinzuabridge/  

If OPRHP would be willing to look at ownership and implementation of one of these preservation 
alternatives (convert whole bridge for pedestrian use, or retain a few spans for a scenic outlook) I am 
further wondering if some amount of funding could be provided to OPRHP to aid in converting the 
historic bridge for reuse. By retaining a substantial portion of the original bridge in its original form, I 
believe this would meet the spirit of Section 106 Mitigation and that providing some funds to OPRHP 
to assist in this reuse would be a valid form of mitigation. It was suggested at the meeting that 
additional mitigation should be considered, so perhaps this would be a good form of additional 
mitigation.  

Additionally, if leaving all or a portion of the historic bridge standing reduced the cost of demolition, 
could funds in the amount of decreased demolition cost be made available to OPRHP or another 
potential owner?  
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Finally, most historic highway bridge projects I have been involved with do a formal “historic bridge 
marketing” effort to publically offer the bridge to a third party for reuse. I understand that the 
availability of this bridge was stated in the EIS, but I still feel it would be beneficial to actually market 
the bridge for reuse, with public notices in newspapers, websites, and with direct mailings to possible 
new owners (government agencies, trail organizations, philanthropic groups, etc).  

I am requesting that additional consideration to the above described preservation possibilities be 
given. The intent of Section 106 is to seek all potential possibilities to avoid or minimize adverse 
effect, and I feel that to that end these issues need to be explored further. I also would appreciate 
answers to some of the questions I have posed.  

Please feel free to contact me at any time if you have any questions or concerns regarding my 
comments. 

Sincerely, 

 

Nathan Holth 

Author/Webmaster, HistoricBridges.org 
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April 7, 2014 
 
Raymond Hessinger, P.E. 
Director, Freight & Passenger Rail Bureau 
New York State Department of Transportation 
50 Wolf Road, POD 54 
Albany, NY 12232 
PortagevilleBridge@dot.ny.gov  
 
RE:  PIN 4935.79.101, Portageville Bridge Project, Letchworth State Park 
 Comments on Draft MOA 
 
 
Dear Mr. Hessinger: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Memorandum of Agreement (dated February 14, 
2014) for the Portageville Bridge Project (PIN 4935.79.101) in Letchworth State Park. The Landmark Society 
of Western New York is a regional not-for-profit preservation organization dedicated to protecting the 
unique architectural heritage of our region and promoting preservation and planning practices that foster 
healthy, livable, and sustainable communities. 
 
Our interest in this project concerns not only the built historic resources (the Portageville Bridge itself and 
the other park resources such as trails, walls, etc.) but also the cultural landscape and viewsheds that make 
Letchworth State Park as a whole such a significant natural, scenic, cultural, and historic resource. 
 
The comments that follow below are largely a reiteration of the position we presented in response to the 
NY SEQRA DEIS on January 31, 2013. In general, we do not believe that the draft MOA provides sufficient, 
meaningful mitigation for the loss of a highly significant National Register-listed bridge. While 
documentation and interpretation of the current bridge is admirable and important, this represents base 
level mitigation and should serve as a starting point. Documentation only provides a record of what is being 
lost and does not mitigate the impact that such a loss has on the landscape, the park as a whole, and those 
who use the park.  
 
After careful evaluation, we reluctantly agree that the selected Preferred Alternative (a new bridge on 
parallel alignment / remove existing bridge) is the most appropriate alternative, acknowledging the need 
for a more efficient, modern rail crossing. While the loss of the historic Portageville Bridge and the impact 
on the landscape and viewshed is unfortunate, we believe that two bridges on a parallel alignment would 
be visually incompatible and would represent a greater negative impact on the landscape and viewshed. 
 
We therefore request the following: 
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 Provide a Signature Design for New Bridge  
When demolishing an important historic resource, it is generally considered good preservation 
practice to replace what is being lost with something of equal or greater aesthetic, cultural, and 
architectural value. While the proposed replacement bridge is for the most part visually compatible 
with its surroundings, its design does nothing to mitigate or justify the loss of the historic 
Portageville Bridge. This highly sensitive, highly visible, and important setting demands a bridge of 
signature design, not the “off-the-shelf” design presented in the Section 106 Finding 
Documentation.  
 

 Provide Pedestrian Access on New Bridge  
In addition to proposing a new bridge design that is worthy of this setting, incorporating legal and 
safe pedestrian access into the new bridge would provide meaningful mitigation for the loss of a 
National Register-listed bridge. While we understand that pedestrians have accessed the existing 
bridge illegally, it is foolish to assume that future security measures will prevent similar illegal 
access from occurring on a new bridge.  
 
Any of the likely methods to control or restrict access—gates, fencing, etc—will have a significant 
negative visual impact on the Park that is not represented in any of the plans and graphics 
developed to date. At the consulting parties meeting on March 20, 2014, Mr. Joseph Picciotti, 
counsel for Norfolk Southern, labeled this concern as “speculation.” This characterization seems 
both dismissive and evasive. Indeed we are speculating that pedestrian restrictions will have a 
negative visual impact on the park as Norfolk Southern has not presented any concrete plans.  
 
One of the four primary goals of the bridge project, as stated on page 2-11 of the SEQRA DEIS, is to, 
“Minimize dangerous interaction of railroad activities on the Portageville Bridge and Letchworth 
State Park patrons that trespass on it.” Simply providing a barrier to access will not minimize the 
danger, particularly given the fact that the trains will be traveling at a higher speed. The best way 
to address this safety issue and to minimize visual impacts to the Park, is to provide safe and legal 
pedestrian access. A logical, optimal location of a pedestrian crossing would be below the tracks, 
starting at the level of the Gorge Trail on one side and connecting to the Genesee Greenway Trail 
on the other side. 
 
At the consulting parties meeting on March 20, 2014, Mr. Picciotti also stated that Norfolk 
Southern does not, as a matter of policy, provide pedestrian access on railroad bridges. While this 
policy may seem logical enough, we believe the site and the existing bridge are significant enough 
that they merit attention beyond Norfolk Southern’s standard “policy.”  
 

 Provide Additional Mitigation on Abutment Design 
The documentation provided thus far, including the Visual Resource Assessment in the SEQRA DEIS, 
fails to consider the visual impacts of the project for the users of the roadways and trails under the 
proposed bridge.  Viewpoints C & D in the DEIS Visual Resource Assessment, located under or 
directly adjacent to the project site look out over the river.  No assessments of views of the rock cut 
and abutment areas are conducted.  Shotcrete on newly excavated rock faces will result in a 
texture visually incompatible with the existing gorge rock face.  If stabilization is necessary netting 
should be used. 

 
 



 
 

Because of the importance of Letchworth State Park and its associated historic resources, it is incumbent 
upon NYSDOT and Norfolk Southern to provide a new bridge that both mitigates the loss of a National 
Register-listed bridge and that honors the beauty and grandeur of this unique natural and cultural 
landscape. The Landmark Society remains available to assist in this discussion.   
 
We thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 

Caitlin Meives 
Preservation Planner 
 





 
             
June 18, 2014 
 
Dave Herring, Capital Facilities Manager 
NYS Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation‐State Parks 
One Letchworth State Park 
Castile, NY 14427 
 
Re:  Portageville Bridge Project 
  PIN 4935.79.101/08PR04896 

Towns of Portage and Genesee Falls, Wyoming and Livingston Counties 
Section 106 Draft Memorandum of Agreement (Revised) 

 

Dear Dave Herring: 

Enclosed for your review is a revised Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the Portageville Bridge 
Project. The Draft MOA documents agreed‐upon measures  to mitigate  the Project’s adverse effects on historic 
properties due  to  the  removal  and demolition of  the  Portageville Bridge  (also  referred  to  as  the  Portage High 
Bridge) and associated alterations to other contributing resources in Letchworth State Park, which is listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places.  

The  Draft MOA  was  developed  by  the  New  York  State  Department  of  Transportation  (NYSDOT)  and 
Norfolk Southern,  in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and  in consultation with the 
New  York  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO).    A  Preliminary  Draft MOA was  distributed  for  review  by 
Consulting Parties in advance of the meeting held on March 20, 2014, at the NYSDOT Region 4 offices in Rochester.  
That document has  since been  revised based on a consideration of comments and discussion at  the Consulting 
Party meeting, and written comments received from Consulting Parties by the end of the 30‐day review period.  As 
a result, the enclosed Draft MOA includes the following substantive changes: 

• Cultural Enhancement:  Issues raised by the Seneca Nation of Indians and Tonawanda Seneca Nation with 
respect to the cultural importance of Letchworth State Park to these Tribal Nations have been addressed 
through government‐to‐government consultation between  the Seneca Nation and  the Federal Highway 
Administration  (FHWA).  As  a  result  of  that  consultation,  the MOA  now  includes  a  stipulation  for  the 
preparation of one additional  interpretive kiosk  in Letchworth State Park,  in  recognition of  the cultural 
importance of  the area  to  the Tribal Nations. The  location and content of  the  interpretive kiosk will be 
determined by OPRHP through consultation among FHWA, the Seneca Nation, and SHPO. 

• Construction Protection Plan:   As  an  additional  requirement  for  the Construction Protection Plan,  the 
revised  MOA  stipulates  that  the  Plan  will  include  procedures  to  be  implemented  in  the  event  of 
unanticipated  discoveries  during  construction.    These  procedures  include  a  temporary  suspension  of 
construction activities, pending notification and consultation to determine an appropriate treatment for 
any new historic property discovered during construction.  

Additional  issues  raised by Consulting Party members during  the March 20th meeting, and submitted as written 
comments have been considered as described below. 



• Retain All or a Portion of the Portage High Bridge:  Several Consulting Party members suggested retaining 
the existing bridge and converting the structure for use as a pedestrian bridge, or retaining a portion of 
the bridge to create a viewing platform. 

The  option  of  retaining  the  existing  bridge was  initially  evaluated  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement (DEIS) prepared for the Project in accordance with the New York State Environmental Quality 
Review Act (SEQRA) in 2012.  Based upon the previous analyses, and in consideration of public and agency 
input, potential Alternative 5: New Bridge on Parallel Alignment / Convey Existing Bridge was eliminated 
from further study in the current DEIS, prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA).  This potential alternative was determined to be unreasonable since conveyance of the bridge is 
not practical or feasible in the absence of a new owner.   

The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation (OPRHP), which has jurisdiction 
over  Letchworth  State  Park,  is  unable  to  assume  ownership  of  the  existing  bridge  due  to  the  cost  of 
rehabilitation and ongoing maintenance needed  to  retain  the structure and ensure public safety.   Over 
the past six years of outreach to agencies, stakeholders and the public in association with the SEQRA DEIS 
and the NEPA DEIS, no other entity has come forward to take ownership, maintain, and accept liability for 
the structure.  Thus, no potential new owner has been identified.  

Without  a  responsible  entity,  the  option  of  retaining  a  portion  of  the  existing  bridge  as  a  pedestrian 
walkway  or  viewing  platform  is  not  practical  and  feasible,  despite  suggestions  from  Consulting  Party 
members to charge a higher admittance to Letchworth State Park or a separate fee to access the bridge. 
Therefore, no changes have been made to the Draft MOA in association with proposals to retain all or a 
portion of the Portage High Bridge.   

• Provide a Signature Design for the New Bridge:  One Consulting Party suggested a “signature design” for 
the new bridge.   

Bridge  configurations  frequently  used  for  highway  crossings  which  might  be  interpreted  as  having 
distinctive or signature profiles, such as a suspension bridge or a cable stayed bridge, are not suitable for 
North American  freight  rail  loadings.    Four main  factors  affect  the  design  of  any  bridge  –  geography, 
loadings, aesthetics, and cost.   

Based on these factors, three suitable bridge types were identified for the replacement bridge —a trestle, 
a continuous deck truss, and a spandrel braced arch.  After careful consideration, Norfolk Southern and its 
engineers  have  selected  the  arch  bridge  design  as  best  suited  to  the  project  setting  in  an  area  of 
significant historic, natural and scenic importance.  The arch design provides advantages over the trestle 
and  deck  truss  design  styles  by  eliminating  the  need  for  supports  in  the  river  bed  and  minimizing 
disturbance to the gorge walls and floor from cantilevered construction methods.  

The  proposed  arch  design  has  received  positive  feedback,  including  comments  at  public  hearings  and 
Citizens Advisory Committee meetings, as it is less intrusive in the viewshed.  The arch bridge design has 
received additional support  in the form of positive reviews  in an article  in “The Civil Engineering News” 
(February  2013), which  noted  the  successful  balancing  of  the  competing  goals  of  providing  a modern 
freight rail structure while also being sensitive to the important historic setting in Letchworth State Park. 
Therefore no changes have been made to the MOA  in association with proposals to provide a signature 
design for the new bridge.  

• Provide Pedestrian Access on New Bridge:  Several Consulting Party members indicated a desire for safe 
and  legal pedestrian access on  the new bridge.    In addition,  there  is a  concern  that  likely methods  to 
control or restrict access – gates, fencing, etc. – would have a negative visual impact on the park. 

While  located  in  a  public  park,  the Norfolk  Southern  rail  corridor  is  private  property.    The  company 
acknowledges the request for pedestrian access on the new bridge, but Norfolk Southern policy prohibits 
such access in an effort to ensure the safety of rail operations, rail workers, and the public.  In addition, 
Norfolk Southern has an interest in avoiding potential liability issues that may be generated by inviting the 
public to access private property associated with an active rail line. Any measures to restrict public access 
to the new rail bridge would be implemented on the approaches to the bridge, rather than on the bridge 
itself, and therefore would not be visible in views of the new bridge. 



In summary, no changes have been made to the MOA in response to the request for pedestrian access on 
the new bridge.  

• Abutment Design:   Comments were made related to the new bridge’s visual effect on Letchworth State 
Park where the bridge meets the gorge wall in an area of rock cut, and at the bridge abutments/concrete 
piers  that  support  the bridge’s  approach  spans.   Aesthetic  treatments were  requested  as  a mitigation 
measure.  

Due to concerns that aesthetic treatment of the bridge abutments/piers could invite vandalism, no 
additional mitigation measures have been included in the MOA for the design of the bridge abutments. 
Concerns regarding the potential visual impacts to users of the roadways and trails under the proposed 
bridge will be addressed in the NEPA DEIS now being prepared.  As addressed in the NEPA DEIS, shotcrete 
is no longer proposed for use on the gorge wall, and drape netting (a metal mesh curtain) will instead be 
used on the newly exposed rock face to stabilize the rock face and prevent rockfall.  The use of drape 
netting will allow vegetation to grow through the metal mesh, which ultimately will result in less visibility 
of the drape netting and excavation area.  

There will be limited visibility to the excavated area, because the new bridge as well as topography and 
foreground vegetation would largely obstruct views. From the three south‐facing viewpoints selected for 
photo simulations (Points A, B and C), topography and foreground vegetation largely obscure views of the 
existing bridge where it meets the cliff face.  The rock excavations for the new bridge will occur behind 
the existing bridge where the same foreground vegetation and topography that obscure views of the 
existing bridge will also obscure views of the new bridge. 

 

The Draft MOA will be made available to the public as part of the DEIS for the Project, to be published in 
early  July  2014,  and  then  undergo  final  revisions  as  appropriate  based  on  a  consideration  of  any  comments 
received by the end of the public review period.  At that time, Section 106 Consulting Parties will be provided an 
opportunity to indicate their concurrence with the outcome of consultation by signing the final MOA as Concurring 
Parties.  

 

Sincerely, 

 
Raymond F. Hessinger, P.E. 
Director, Freight and Passenger Rail Bureau 

 

Encl:  Section 106 Draft MOA (revised) 

cc:  Robert Davies, FHWA 
  Michael Kowalczyk, FHWA 
  Kelly Fanizzo, ACHP 
  Julian Adams, OPRHP/SHPO 
  Daniel Hitt, NYSDOT Office of Environment 

Christopher Caraccilo, NYSDOT Region 4 
 
 
 

 
 



 
             
June 18, 2014 
 
Melissa Bach, THPO 
Seneca Nation of Indians 
90 O:hi’yoh Way 
Salamanca, NY 14779 
 
Re:  Portageville Bridge Project 
  PIN 4935.79.101/08PR04896 

Towns of Portage and Genesee Falls, Wyoming and Livingston Counties 
Section 106 Draft Memorandum of Agreement (Revised) 

 

Dear Melissa Bach: 

Enclosed for your review is a revised Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the Portageville Bridge 
Project. The Draft MOA documents agreed‐upon measures  to mitigate  the Project’s adverse effects on historic 
properties due  to  the  removal  and demolition of  the  Portageville Bridge  (also  referred  to  as  the  Portage High 
Bridge) and associated alterations to other contributing resources in Letchworth State Park, which is listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places.  

The  Draft MOA  was  developed  by  the  New  York  State  Department  of  Transportation  (NYSDOT)  and 
Norfolk Southern,  in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and  in consultation with the 
New  York  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO).    A  Preliminary  Draft MOA was  distributed  for  review  by 
Consulting Parties in advance of the meeting held on March 20, 2014, at the NYSDOT Region 4 offices in Rochester.  
That document has  since been  revised based on a consideration of comments and discussion at  the Consulting 
Party meeting, and written comments received from Consulting Parties by the end of the 30‐day review period.  As 
a result, the enclosed Draft MOA includes the following substantive changes: 

• Cultural Enhancement:  Issues raised by the Seneca Nation of Indians and Tonawanda Seneca Nation with 
respect to the cultural importance of Letchworth State Park to these Tribal Nations have been addressed 
through government‐to‐government consultation between  the Seneca Nation and  the Federal Highway 
Administration  (FHWA).  As  a  result  of  that  consultation,  the MOA  now  includes  a  stipulation  for  the 
preparation of one additional  interpretive kiosk  in Letchworth State Park,  in  recognition of  the cultural 
importance of  the area  to  the Tribal Nations. The  location and content of  the  interpretive kiosk will be 
determined by OPRHP through consultation among FHWA, the Seneca Nation, and SHPO. 

• Construction Protection Plan:   As  an  additional  requirement  for  the Construction Protection Plan,  the 
revised  MOA  stipulates  that  the  Plan  will  include  procedures  to  be  implemented  in  the  event  of 
unanticipated  discoveries  during  construction.    These  procedures  include  a  temporary  suspension  of 
construction activities, pending notification and consultation to determine an appropriate treatment for 
any new historic property discovered during construction.  

Additional  issues  raised by Consulting Party members during  the March 20th meeting, and submitted as written 
comments have been considered as described below. 



• Retain All or a Portion of the Portage High Bridge:  Several Consulting Party members suggested retaining 
the existing bridge and converting the structure for use as a pedestrian bridge, or retaining a portion of 
the bridge to create a viewing platform. 

The  option  of  retaining  the  existing  bridge was  initially  evaluated  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement (DEIS) prepared for the Project in accordance with the New York State Environmental Quality 
Review Act (SEQRA) in 2012.  Based upon the previous analyses, and in consideration of public and agency 
input, potential Alternative 5: New Bridge on Parallel Alignment / Convey Existing Bridge was eliminated 
from further study in the current DEIS, prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA).  This potential alternative was determined to be unreasonable since conveyance of the bridge is 
not practical or feasible in the absence of a new owner.   

The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation (OPRHP), which has jurisdiction 
over  Letchworth  State  Park,  is  unable  to  assume  ownership  of  the  existing  bridge  due  to  the  cost  of 
rehabilitation and ongoing maintenance needed  to  retain  the structure and ensure public safety.   Over 
the past six years of outreach to agencies, stakeholders and the public in association with the SEQRA DEIS 
and the NEPA DEIS, no other entity has come forward to take ownership, maintain, and accept liability for 
the structure.  Thus, no potential new owner has been identified.  

Without  a  responsible  entity,  the  option  of  retaining  a  portion  of  the  existing  bridge  as  a  pedestrian 
walkway  or  viewing  platform  is  not  practical  and  feasible,  despite  suggestions  from  Consulting  Party 
members to charge a higher admittance to Letchworth State Park or a separate fee to access the bridge. 
Therefore, no changes have been made to the Draft MOA in association with proposals to retain all or a 
portion of the Portage High Bridge.   

• Provide a Signature Design for the New Bridge:  One Consulting Party suggested a “signature design” for 
the new bridge.   

Bridge  configurations  frequently  used  for  highway  crossings  which  might  be  interpreted  as  having 
distinctive or signature profiles, such as a suspension bridge or a cable stayed bridge, are not suitable for 
North American  freight  rail  loadings.    Four main  factors  affect  the  design  of  any  bridge  –  geography, 
loadings, aesthetics, and cost.   

Based on these factors, three suitable bridge types were identified for the replacement bridge —a trestle, 
a continuous deck truss, and a spandrel braced arch.  After careful consideration, Norfolk Southern and its 
engineers  have  selected  the  arch  bridge  design  as  best  suited  to  the  project  setting  in  an  area  of 
significant historic, natural and scenic importance.  The arch design provides advantages over the trestle 
and  deck  truss  design  styles  by  eliminating  the  need  for  supports  in  the  river  bed  and  minimizing 
disturbance to the gorge walls and floor from cantilevered construction methods.  

The  proposed  arch  design  has  received  positive  feedback,  including  comments  at  public  hearings  and 
Citizens Advisory Committee meetings, as it is less intrusive in the viewshed.  The arch bridge design has 
received additional support  in the form of positive reviews  in an article  in “The Civil Engineering News” 
(February  2013), which  noted  the  successful  balancing  of  the  competing  goals  of  providing  a modern 
freight rail structure while also being sensitive to the important historic setting in Letchworth State Park. 
Therefore no changes have been made to the MOA  in association with proposals to provide a signature 
design for the new bridge.  

• Provide Pedestrian Access on New Bridge:  Several Consulting Party members indicated a desire for safe 
and  legal pedestrian access on  the new bridge.    In addition,  there  is a  concern  that  likely methods  to 
control or restrict access – gates, fencing, etc. – would have a negative visual impact on the park. 

While  located  in  a  public  park,  the Norfolk  Southern  rail  corridor  is  private  property.    The  company 
acknowledges the request for pedestrian access on the new bridge, but Norfolk Southern policy prohibits 
such access in an effort to ensure the safety of rail operations, rail workers, and the public.  In addition, 
Norfolk Southern has an interest in avoiding potential liability issues that may be generated by inviting the 
public to access private property associated with an active rail line. Any measures to restrict public access 
to the new rail bridge would be implemented on the approaches to the bridge, rather than on the bridge 
itself, and therefore would not be visible in views of the new bridge. 



In summary, no changes have been made to the MOA in response to the request for pedestrian access on 
the new bridge.  

• Abutment Design:   Comments were made related to the new bridge’s visual effect on Letchworth State 
Park where the bridge meets the gorge wall in an area of rock cut, and at the bridge abutments/concrete 
piers  that  support  the bridge’s  approach  spans.   Aesthetic  treatments were  requested  as  a mitigation 
measure.  

Due to concerns that aesthetic treatment of the bridge abutments/piers could invite vandalism, no 
additional mitigation measures have been included in the MOA for the design of the bridge abutments. 
Concerns regarding the potential visual impacts to users of the roadways and trails under the proposed 
bridge will be addressed in the NEPA DEIS now being prepared.  As addressed in the NEPA DEIS, shotcrete 
is no longer proposed for use on the gorge wall, and drape netting (a metal mesh curtain) will instead be 
used on the newly exposed rock face to stabilize the rock face and prevent rockfall.  The use of drape 
netting will allow vegetation to grow through the metal mesh, which ultimately will result in less visibility 
of the drape netting and excavation area.  

There will be limited visibility to the excavated area, because the new bridge as well as topography and 
foreground vegetation would largely obstruct views. From the three south‐facing viewpoints selected for 
photo simulations (Points A, B and C), topography and foreground vegetation largely obscure views of the 
existing bridge where it meets the cliff face.  The rock excavations for the new bridge will occur behind 
the existing bridge where the same foreground vegetation and topography that obscure views of the 
existing bridge will also obscure views of the new bridge. 

 

The Draft MOA will be made available to the public as part of the DEIS for the Project, to be published in 
early  July  2014,  and  then  undergo  final  revisions  as  appropriate  based  on  a  consideration  of  any  comments 
received by the end of the public review period.  At that time, Section 106 Consulting Parties will be provided an 
opportunity to indicate their concurrence with the outcome of consultation by signing the final MOA as Concurring 
Parties.  

 

Sincerely, 

 
Raymond F. Hessinger, P.E. 
Director, Freight and Passenger Rail Bureau 

 

Encl:  Section 106 Draft MOA (revised) 

cc:  Robert Davies, FHWA 
  Michael Kowalczyk, FHWA 
  Kelly Fanizzo, ACHP 
  Julian Adams, OPRHP/SHPO 
  Daniel Hitt, NYSDOT Office of Environment 

Christopher Caraccilo, NYSDOT Region 4 
 
 
 
 
 



 
             
June 18, 2014 
 
Mr. Jay Toth 
Seneca Nation Tribal Archeologist 
Seneca Nation of Indians 
90 O:hi’yoh Way 
Salamanca, NY 14779 
 
Re:  Portageville Bridge Project 
  PIN 4935.79.101/08PR04896 

Towns of Portage and Genesee Falls, Wyoming and Livingston Counties 
Section 106 Draft Memorandum of Agreement (Revised) 

 

Dear Jay Toth: 

Enclosed for your review is a revised Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the Portageville Bridge 
Project. The Draft MOA documents agreed‐upon measures  to mitigate  the Project’s adverse effects on historic 
properties due  to  the  removal  and demolition of  the  Portageville Bridge  (also  referred  to  as  the  Portage High 
Bridge) and associated alterations to other contributing resources in Letchworth State Park, which is listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places.  

The  Draft MOA  was  developed  by  the  New  York  State  Department  of  Transportation  (NYSDOT)  and 
Norfolk Southern,  in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and  in consultation with the 
New  York  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO).    A  Preliminary  Draft MOA was  distributed  for  review  by 
Consulting Parties in advance of the meeting held on March 20, 2014, at the NYSDOT Region 4 offices in Rochester.  
That document has  since been  revised based on a consideration of comments and discussion at  the Consulting 
Party meeting, and written comments received from Consulting Parties by the end of the 30‐day review period.  As 
a result, the enclosed Draft MOA includes the following substantive changes: 

• Cultural Enhancement:  Issues raised by the Seneca Nation of Indians and Tonawanda Seneca Nation with 
respect to the cultural importance of Letchworth State Park to these Tribal Nations have been addressed 
through government‐to‐government consultation between  the Seneca Nation and  the Federal Highway 
Administration  (FHWA).  As  a  result  of  that  consultation,  the MOA  now  includes  a  stipulation  for  the 
preparation of one additional  interpretive kiosk  in Letchworth State Park,  in  recognition of  the cultural 
importance of  the area  to  the Tribal Nations. The  location and content of  the  interpretive kiosk will be 
determined by OPRHP through consultation among FHWA, the Seneca Nation, and SHPO. 

• Construction Protection Plan:   As  an  additional  requirement  for  the Construction Protection Plan,  the 
revised  MOA  stipulates  that  the  Plan  will  include  procedures  to  be  implemented  in  the  event  of 
unanticipated  discoveries  during  construction.    These  procedures  include  a  temporary  suspension  of 
construction activities, pending notification and consultation to determine an appropriate treatment for 
any new historic property discovered during construction.  



Additional  issues  raised by Consulting Party members during  the March 20th meeting, and submitted as written 
comments have been considered as described below. 

• Retain All or a Portion of the Portage High Bridge:  Several Consulting Party members suggested retaining 
the existing bridge and converting the structure for use as a pedestrian bridge, or retaining a portion of 
the bridge to create a viewing platform. 

The  option  of  retaining  the  existing  bridge was  initially  evaluated  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement (DEIS) prepared for the Project in accordance with the New York State Environmental Quality 
Review Act (SEQRA) in 2012.  Based upon the previous analyses, and in consideration of public and agency 
input, potential Alternative 5: New Bridge on Parallel Alignment / Convey Existing Bridge was eliminated 
from further study in the current DEIS, prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA).  This potential alternative was determined to be unreasonable since conveyance of the bridge is 
not practical or feasible in the absence of a new owner.   

The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation (OPRHP), which has jurisdiction 
over  Letchworth  State  Park,  is  unable  to  assume  ownership  of  the  existing  bridge  due  to  the  cost  of 
rehabilitation and ongoing maintenance needed  to  retain  the structure and ensure public safety.   Over 
the past six years of outreach to agencies, stakeholders and the public in association with the SEQRA DEIS 
and the NEPA DEIS, no other entity has come forward to take ownership, maintain, and accept liability for 
the structure.  Thus, no potential new owner has been identified.  

Without  a  responsible  entity,  the  option  of  retaining  a  portion  of  the  existing  bridge  as  a  pedestrian 
walkway  or  viewing  platform  is  not  practical  and  feasible,  despite  suggestions  from  Consulting  Party 
members to charge a higher admittance to Letchworth State Park or a separate fee to access the bridge. 
Therefore, no changes have been made to the Draft MOA in association with proposals to retain all or a 
portion of the Portage High Bridge.   

• Provide a Signature Design for the New Bridge:  One Consulting Party suggested a “signature design” for 
the new bridge.   

Bridge  configurations  frequently  used  for  highway  crossings  which  might  be  interpreted  as  having 
distinctive or signature profiles, such as a suspension bridge or a cable stayed bridge, are not suitable for 
North American  freight  rail  loadings.    Four main  factors  affect  the  design  of  any  bridge  –  geography, 
loadings, aesthetics, and cost.   

Based on these factors, three suitable bridge types were identified for the replacement bridge —a trestle, 
a continuous deck truss, and a spandrel braced arch.  After careful consideration, Norfolk Southern and its 
engineers  have  selected  the  arch  bridge  design  as  best  suited  to  the  project  setting  in  an  area  of 
significant historic, natural and scenic importance.  The arch design provides advantages over the trestle 
and  deck  truss  design  styles  by  eliminating  the  need  for  supports  in  the  river  bed  and  minimizing 
disturbance to the gorge walls and floor from cantilevered construction methods.  

The  proposed  arch  design  has  received  positive  feedback,  including  comments  at  public  hearings  and 
Citizens Advisory Committee meetings, as it is less intrusive in the viewshed.  The arch bridge design has 
received additional support  in the form of positive reviews  in an article  in “The Civil Engineering News” 
(February  2013), which  noted  the  successful  balancing  of  the  competing  goals  of  providing  a modern 
freight rail structure while also being sensitive to the important historic setting in Letchworth State Park. 
Therefore no changes have been made to the MOA  in association with proposals to provide a signature 
design for the new bridge.  

• Provide Pedestrian Access on New Bridge:  Several Consulting Party members indicated a desire for safe 
and  legal pedestrian access on  the new bridge.    In addition,  there  is a  concern  that  likely methods  to 
control or restrict access – gates, fencing, etc. – would have a negative visual impact on the park. 

While  located  in  a  public  park,  the Norfolk  Southern  rail  corridor  is  private  property.    The  company 
acknowledges the request for pedestrian access on the new bridge, but Norfolk Southern policy prohibits 
such access in an effort to ensure the safety of rail operations, rail workers, and the public.  In addition, 
Norfolk Southern has an interest in avoiding potential liability issues that may be generated by inviting the 



public to access private property associated with an active rail line. Any measures to restrict public access 
to the new rail bridge would be implemented on the approaches to the bridge, rather than on the bridge 
itself, and therefore would not be visible in views of the new bridge. 

In summary, no changes have been made to the MOA in response to the request for pedestrian access on 
the new bridge.  

• Abutment Design:   Comments were made related to the new bridge’s visual effect on Letchworth State 
Park where the bridge meets the gorge wall in an area of rock cut, and at the bridge abutments/concrete 
piers  that  support  the bridge’s  approach  spans.   Aesthetic  treatments were  requested  as  a mitigation 
measure.  

Due to concerns that aesthetic treatment of the bridge abutments/piers could invite vandalism, no 
additional mitigation measures have been included in the MOA for the design of the bridge abutments. 
Concerns regarding the potential visual impacts to users of the roadways and trails under the proposed 
bridge will be addressed in the NEPA DEIS now being prepared.  As addressed in the NEPA DEIS, shotcrete 
is no longer proposed for use on the gorge wall, and drape netting (a metal mesh curtain) will instead be 
used on the newly exposed rock face to stabilize the rock face and prevent rockfall.  The use of drape 
netting will allow vegetation to grow through the metal mesh, which ultimately will result in less visibility 
of the drape netting and excavation area.  

There will be limited visibility to the excavated area, because the new bridge as well as topography and 
foreground vegetation would largely obstruct views. From the three south‐facing viewpoints selected for 
photo simulations (Points A, B and C), topography and foreground vegetation largely obscure views of the 
existing bridge where it meets the cliff face.  The rock excavations for the new bridge will occur behind 
the existing bridge where the same foreground vegetation and topography that obscure views of the 
existing bridge will also obscure views of the new bridge. 

 

The Draft MOA will be made available to the public as part of the DEIS for the Project, to be published in 
early  July  2014,  and  then  undergo  final  revisions  as  appropriate  based  on  a  consideration  of  any  comments 
received by the end of the public review period.  At that time, Section 106 Consulting Parties will be provided an 
opportunity to indicate their concurrence with the outcome of consultation by signing the final MOA as Concurring 
Parties.  

 

Sincerely, 

 
Raymond F. Hessinger, P.E. 
Director, Freight and Passenger Rail Bureau 

 

Encl:  Section 106 Draft MOA (revised) 

cc:  Robert Davies, FHWA 
  Michael Kowalczyk, FHWA 
  Kelly Fanizzo, ACHP 
  Julian Adams, OPRHP/SHPO 
  Daniel Hitt, NYSDOT Office of Environment 

Christopher Caraccilo, NYSDOT Region 4 
 
 
 



 
             
June 18, 2014 
 
Chief Darwin Hill 
Tonawanda Seneca Nation 
7027 Meadville Road 
Basom, NY 14013 
 
Re:  Portageville Bridge Project 
  PIN 4935.79.101/08PR04896 

Towns of Portage and Genesee Falls, Wyoming and Livingston Counties 
Section 106 Draft Memorandum of Agreement (Revised) 

 

Dear Chief Hill: 

Enclosed for your review is a revised Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the Portageville Bridge 
Project. The Draft MOA documents agreed‐upon measures  to mitigate  the Project’s adverse effects on historic 
properties due  to  the  removal  and demolition of  the  Portageville Bridge  (also  referred  to  as  the  Portage High 
Bridge) and associated alterations to other contributing resources in Letchworth State Park, which is listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places.  

The  Draft MOA  was  developed  by  the  New  York  State  Department  of  Transportation  (NYSDOT)  and 
Norfolk Southern,  in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and  in consultation with the 
New  York  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO).    A  Preliminary  Draft MOA was  distributed  for  review  by 
Consulting Parties in advance of the meeting held on March 20, 2014, at the NYSDOT Region 4 offices in Rochester.  
That document has  since been  revised based on a consideration of comments and discussion at  the Consulting 
Party meeting, and written comments received from Consulting Parties by the end of the 30‐day review period.  As 
a result, the enclosed Draft MOA includes the following substantive changes: 

• Cultural Enhancement:  Issues raised by the Seneca Nation of Indians and Tonawanda Seneca Nation with 
respect to the cultural importance of Letchworth State Park to these Tribal Nations have been addressed 
through government‐to‐government consultation between  the Seneca Nation and  the Federal Highway 
Administration  (FHWA).  As  a  result  of  that  consultation,  the MOA  now  includes  a  stipulation  for  the 
preparation of one additional  interpretive kiosk  in Letchworth State Park,  in  recognition of  the cultural 
importance of  the area  to  the Tribal Nations. The  location and content of  the  interpretive kiosk will be 
determined by OPRHP through consultation among FHWA, the Seneca Nation, and SHPO. 

• Construction Protection Plan:   As  an  additional  requirement  for  the Construction Protection Plan,  the 
revised  MOA  stipulates  that  the  Plan  will  include  procedures  to  be  implemented  in  the  event  of 
unanticipated  discoveries  during  construction.    These  procedures  include  a  temporary  suspension  of 
construction activities, pending notification and consultation to determine an appropriate treatment for 
any new historic property discovered during construction.  

Additional  issues  raised by Consulting Party members during  the March 20th meeting, and submitted as written 
comments have been considered as described below. 



• Retain All or a Portion of the Portage High Bridge:  Several Consulting Party members suggested retaining 
the existing bridge and converting the structure for use as a pedestrian bridge, or retaining a portion of 
the bridge to create a viewing platform. 

The  option  of  retaining  the  existing  bridge was  initially  evaluated  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement (DEIS) prepared for the Project in accordance with the New York State Environmental Quality 
Review Act (SEQRA) in 2012.  Based upon the previous analyses, and in consideration of public and agency 
input, potential Alternative 5: New Bridge on Parallel Alignment / Convey Existing Bridge was eliminated 
from further study in the current DEIS, prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA).  This potential alternative was determined to be unreasonable since conveyance of the bridge is 
not practical or feasible in the absence of a new owner.   

The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation (OPRHP), which has jurisdiction 
over  Letchworth  State  Park,  is  unable  to  assume  ownership  of  the  existing  bridge  due  to  the  cost  of 
rehabilitation and ongoing maintenance needed  to  retain  the structure and ensure public safety.   Over 
the past six years of outreach to agencies, stakeholders and the public in association with the SEQRA DEIS 
and the NEPA DEIS, no other entity has come forward to take ownership, maintain, and accept liability for 
the structure.  Thus, no potential new owner has been identified.  

Without  a  responsible  entity,  the  option  of  retaining  a  portion  of  the  existing  bridge  as  a  pedestrian 
walkway  or  viewing  platform  is  not  practical  and  feasible,  despite  suggestions  from  Consulting  Party 
members to charge a higher admittance to Letchworth State Park or a separate fee to access the bridge. 
Therefore, no changes have been made to the Draft MOA in association with proposals to retain all or a 
portion of the Portage High Bridge.   

• Provide a Signature Design for the New Bridge:  One Consulting Party suggested a “signature design” for 
the new bridge.   

Bridge  configurations  frequently  used  for  highway  crossings  which  might  be  interpreted  as  having 
distinctive or signature profiles, such as a suspension bridge or a cable stayed bridge, are not suitable for 
North American  freight  rail  loadings.    Four main  factors  affect  the  design  of  any  bridge  –  geography, 
loadings, aesthetics, and cost.   

Based on these factors, three suitable bridge types were identified for the replacement bridge —a trestle, 
a continuous deck truss, and a spandrel braced arch.  After careful consideration, Norfolk Southern and its 
engineers  have  selected  the  arch  bridge  design  as  best  suited  to  the  project  setting  in  an  area  of 
significant historic, natural and scenic importance.  The arch design provides advantages over the trestle 
and  deck  truss  design  styles  by  eliminating  the  need  for  supports  in  the  river  bed  and  minimizing 
disturbance to the gorge walls and floor from cantilevered construction methods.  

The  proposed  arch  design  has  received  positive  feedback,  including  comments  at  public  hearings  and 
Citizens Advisory Committee meetings, as it is less intrusive in the viewshed.  The arch bridge design has 
received additional support  in the form of positive reviews  in an article  in “The Civil Engineering News” 
(February  2013), which  noted  the  successful  balancing  of  the  competing  goals  of  providing  a modern 
freight rail structure while also being sensitive to the important historic setting in Letchworth State Park. 
Therefore no changes have been made to the MOA  in association with proposals to provide a signature 
design for the new bridge.  

• Provide Pedestrian Access on New Bridge:  Several Consulting Party members indicated a desire for safe 
and  legal pedestrian access on  the new bridge.    In addition,  there  is a  concern  that  likely methods  to 
control or restrict access – gates, fencing, etc. – would have a negative visual impact on the park. 

While  located  in  a  public  park,  the Norfolk  Southern  rail  corridor  is  private  property.    The  company 
acknowledges the request for pedestrian access on the new bridge, but Norfolk Southern policy prohibits 
such access in an effort to ensure the safety of rail operations, rail workers, and the public.  In addition, 
Norfolk Southern has an interest in avoiding potential liability issues that may be generated by inviting the 
public to access private property associated with an active rail line. Any measures to restrict public access 
to the new rail bridge would be implemented on the approaches to the bridge, rather than on the bridge 
itself, and therefore would not be visible in views of the new bridge. 



In summary, no changes have been made to the MOA in response to the request for pedestrian access on 
the new bridge.  

• Abutment Design:   Comments were made related to the new bridge’s visual effect on Letchworth State 
Park where the bridge meets the gorge wall in an area of rock cut, and at the bridge abutments/concrete 
piers  that  support  the bridge’s  approach  spans.   Aesthetic  treatments were  requested  as  a mitigation 
measure.  

Due to concerns that aesthetic treatment of the bridge abutments/piers could invite vandalism, no 
additional mitigation measures have been included in the MOA for the design of the bridge abutments. 
Concerns regarding the potential visual impacts to users of the roadways and trails under the proposed 
bridge will be addressed in the NEPA DEIS now being prepared.  As addressed in the NEPA DEIS, shotcrete 
is no longer proposed for use on the gorge wall, and drape netting (a metal mesh curtain) will instead be 
used on the newly exposed rock face to stabilize the rock face and prevent rockfall.  The use of drape 
netting will allow vegetation to grow through the metal mesh, which ultimately will result in less visibility 
of the drape netting and excavation area.  

There will be limited visibility to the excavated area, because the new bridge as well as topography and 
foreground vegetation would largely obstruct views. From the three south‐facing viewpoints selected for 
photo simulations (Points A, B and C), topography and foreground vegetation largely obscure views of the 
existing bridge where it meets the cliff face.  The rock excavations for the new bridge will occur behind 
the existing bridge where the same foreground vegetation and topography that obscure views of the 
existing bridge will also obscure views of the new bridge. 

 

The Draft MOA will be made available to the public as part of the DEIS for the Project, to be published in 
early  July  2014,  and  then  undergo  final  revisions  as  appropriate  based  on  a  consideration  of  any  comments 
received by the end of the public review period.  At that time, Section 106 Consulting Parties will be provided an 
opportunity to indicate their concurrence with the outcome of consultation by signing the final MOA as Concurring 
Parties.  

 

Sincerely, 

 
Raymond F. Hessinger, P.E. 
Director, Freight and Passenger Rail Bureau 

 

Encl:  Section 106 Draft MOA (revised) 

cc:  Robert Davies, FHWA 
  Michael Kowalczyk, FHWA 
  Kelly Fanizzo, ACHP 
  Julian Adams, OPRHP/SHPO 
  Daniel Hitt, NYSDOT Office of Environment 

Christopher Caraccilo, NYSDOT Region 4 
 
 
 
 
 



 
             
June 18, 2014 
 
Bryan Printup 
Tuscarora Environmental Office 
5226 E Walmore Road 
Tuscarora Nation 
Lewiston, NY 14092 
 
Re:  Portageville Bridge Project 
  PIN 4935.79.101/08PR04896 

Towns of Portage and Genesee Falls, Wyoming and Livingston Counties 
Section 106 Draft Memorandum of Agreement (Revised) 

 

Dear Bryan Printup: 

Enclosed for your review is a revised Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the Portageville Bridge 
Project. The Draft MOA documents agreed‐upon measures  to mitigate  the Project’s adverse effects on historic 
properties due  to  the  removal  and demolition of  the  Portageville Bridge  (also  referred  to  as  the  Portage High 
Bridge) and associated alterations to other contributing resources in Letchworth State Park, which is listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places.  

The  Draft MOA  was  developed  by  the  New  York  State  Department  of  Transportation  (NYSDOT)  and 
Norfolk Southern,  in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and  in consultation with the 
New  York  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO).    A  Preliminary  Draft MOA was  distributed  for  review  by 
Consulting Parties in advance of the meeting held on March 20, 2014, at the NYSDOT Region 4 offices in Rochester.  
That document has  since been  revised based on a consideration of comments and discussion at  the Consulting 
Party meeting, and written comments received from Consulting Parties by the end of the 30‐day review period.  As 
a result, the enclosed Draft MOA includes the following substantive changes: 

• Cultural Enhancement:  Issues raised by the Seneca Nation of Indians and Tonawanda Seneca Nation with 
respect to the cultural importance of Letchworth State Park to these Tribal Nations have been addressed 
through government‐to‐government consultation between  the Seneca Nation and  the Federal Highway 
Administration  (FHWA).  As  a  result  of  that  consultation,  the MOA  now  includes  a  stipulation  for  the 
preparation of one additional  interpretive kiosk  in Letchworth State Park,  in  recognition of  the cultural 
importance of  the area  to  the Tribal Nations. The  location and content of  the  interpretive kiosk will be 
determined by OPRHP through consultation among FHWA, the Seneca Nation, and SHPO. 

• Construction Protection Plan:   As  an  additional  requirement  for  the Construction Protection Plan,  the 
revised  MOA  stipulates  that  the  Plan  will  include  procedures  to  be  implemented  in  the  event  of 
unanticipated  discoveries  during  construction.    These  procedures  include  a  temporary  suspension  of 
construction activities, pending notification and consultation to determine an appropriate treatment for 
any new historic property discovered during construction.  



Additional  issues  raised by Consulting Party members during  the March 20th meeting, and submitted as written 
comments have been considered as described below. 

• Retain All or a Portion of the Portage High Bridge:  Several Consulting Party members suggested retaining 
the existing bridge and converting the structure for use as a pedestrian bridge, or retaining a portion of 
the bridge to create a viewing platform. 

The  option  of  retaining  the  existing  bridge was  initially  evaluated  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement (DEIS) prepared for the Project in accordance with the New York State Environmental Quality 
Review Act (SEQRA) in 2012.  Based upon the previous analyses, and in consideration of public and agency 
input, potential Alternative 5: New Bridge on Parallel Alignment / Convey Existing Bridge was eliminated 
from further study in the current DEIS, prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA).  This potential alternative was determined to be unreasonable since conveyance of the bridge is 
not practical or feasible in the absence of a new owner.   

The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation (OPRHP), which has jurisdiction 
over  Letchworth  State  Park,  is  unable  to  assume  ownership  of  the  existing  bridge  due  to  the  cost  of 
rehabilitation and ongoing maintenance needed  to  retain  the structure and ensure public safety.   Over 
the past six years of outreach to agencies, stakeholders and the public in association with the SEQRA DEIS 
and the NEPA DEIS, no other entity has come forward to take ownership, maintain, and accept liability for 
the structure.  Thus, no potential new owner has been identified.  

Without  a  responsible  entity,  the  option  of  retaining  a  portion  of  the  existing  bridge  as  a  pedestrian 
walkway  or  viewing  platform  is  not  practical  and  feasible,  despite  suggestions  from  Consulting  Party 
members to charge a higher admittance to Letchworth State Park or a separate fee to access the bridge. 
Therefore, no changes have been made to the Draft MOA in association with proposals to retain all or a 
portion of the Portage High Bridge.   

• Provide a Signature Design for the New Bridge:  One Consulting Party suggested a “signature design” for 
the new bridge.   

Bridge  configurations  frequently  used  for  highway  crossings  which  might  be  interpreted  as  having 
distinctive or signature profiles, such as a suspension bridge or a cable stayed bridge, are not suitable for 
North American  freight  rail  loadings.    Four main  factors  affect  the  design  of  any  bridge  –  geography, 
loadings, aesthetics, and cost.   

Based on these factors, three suitable bridge types were identified for the replacement bridge —a trestle, 
a continuous deck truss, and a spandrel braced arch.  After careful consideration, Norfolk Southern and its 
engineers  have  selected  the  arch  bridge  design  as  best  suited  to  the  project  setting  in  an  area  of 
significant historic, natural and scenic importance.  The arch design provides advantages over the trestle 
and  deck  truss  design  styles  by  eliminating  the  need  for  supports  in  the  river  bed  and  minimizing 
disturbance to the gorge walls and floor from cantilevered construction methods.  

The  proposed  arch  design  has  received  positive  feedback,  including  comments  at  public  hearings  and 
Citizens Advisory Committee meetings, as it is less intrusive in the viewshed.  The arch bridge design has 
received additional support  in the form of positive reviews  in an article  in “The Civil Engineering News” 
(February  2013), which  noted  the  successful  balancing  of  the  competing  goals  of  providing  a modern 
freight rail structure while also being sensitive to the important historic setting in Letchworth State Park. 
Therefore no changes have been made to the MOA  in association with proposals to provide a signature 
design for the new bridge.  

• Provide Pedestrian Access on New Bridge:  Several Consulting Party members indicated a desire for safe 
and  legal pedestrian access on  the new bridge.    In addition,  there  is a  concern  that  likely methods  to 
control or restrict access – gates, fencing, etc. – would have a negative visual impact on the park. 

While  located  in  a  public  park,  the Norfolk  Southern  rail  corridor  is  private  property.    The  company 
acknowledges the request for pedestrian access on the new bridge, but Norfolk Southern policy prohibits 
such access in an effort to ensure the safety of rail operations, rail workers, and the public.  In addition, 
Norfolk Southern has an interest in avoiding potential liability issues that may be generated by inviting the 



public to access private property associated with an active rail line. Any measures to restrict public access 
to the new rail bridge would be implemented on the approaches to the bridge, rather than on the bridge 
itself, and therefore would not be visible in views of the new bridge. 

In summary, no changes have been made to the MOA in response to the request for pedestrian access on 
the new bridge.  

• Abutment Design:   Comments were made related to the new bridge’s visual effect on Letchworth State 
Park where the bridge meets the gorge wall in an area of rock cut, and at the bridge abutments/concrete 
piers  that  support  the bridge’s  approach  spans.   Aesthetic  treatments were  requested  as  a mitigation 
measure.  

Due to concerns that aesthetic treatment of the bridge abutments/piers could invite vandalism, no 
additional mitigation measures have been included in the MOA for the design of the bridge abutments. 
Concerns regarding the potential visual impacts to users of the roadways and trails under the proposed 
bridge will be addressed in the NEPA DEIS now being prepared.  As addressed in the NEPA DEIS, shotcrete 
is no longer proposed for use on the gorge wall, and drape netting (a metal mesh curtain) will instead be 
used on the newly exposed rock face to stabilize the rock face and prevent rockfall.  The use of drape 
netting will allow vegetation to grow through the metal mesh, which ultimately will result in less visibility 
of the drape netting and excavation area.  

There will be limited visibility to the excavated area, because the new bridge as well as topography and 
foreground vegetation would largely obstruct views. From the three south‐facing viewpoints selected for 
photo simulations (Points A, B and C), topography and foreground vegetation largely obscure views of the 
existing bridge where it meets the cliff face.  The rock excavations for the new bridge will occur behind 
the existing bridge where the same foreground vegetation and topography that obscure views of the 
existing bridge will also obscure views of the new bridge. 

 

The Draft MOA will be made available to the public as part of the DEIS for the Project, to be published in 
early  July  2014,  and  then  undergo  final  revisions  as  appropriate  based  on  a  consideration  of  any  comments 
received by the end of the public review period.  At that time, Section 106 Consulting Parties will be provided an 
opportunity to indicate their concurrence with the outcome of consultation by signing the final MOA as Concurring 
Parties.  

 

Sincerely, 

 
Raymond F. Hessinger, P.E. 
Director, Freight and Passenger Rail Bureau 

 

Encl:  Section 106 Draft MOA (revised) 

cc:  Robert Davies, FHWA 
  Michael Kowalczyk, FHWA 
  Kelly Fanizzo, ACHP 
  Julian Adams, OPRHP/SHPO 
  Daniel Hitt, NYSDOT Office of Environment 

Christopher Caraccilo, NYSDOT Region 4 
 
 
 



 
             
June 18, 2014 
 
Ms. Caitlin Meives, Preservation Planner 
Landmark Society of Western New York 
133 S. Fitzhugh Street 
Rochester, NY 14608 
 
Re:  Portageville Bridge Project 
  PIN 4935.79.101/08PR04896 

Towns of Portage and Genesee Falls, Wyoming and Livingston Counties 
Section 106 Draft Memorandum of Agreement (Revised) 

 

Dear Caitlin Meives: 

Enclosed for your review is a revised Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the Portageville Bridge 
Project. The Draft MOA documents agreed‐upon measures  to mitigate  the Project’s adverse effects on historic 
properties due  to  the  removal  and demolition of  the  Portageville Bridge  (also  referred  to  as  the  Portage High 
Bridge) and associated alterations to other contributing resources in Letchworth State Park, which is listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places.  

The  Draft MOA  was  developed  by  the  New  York  State  Department  of  Transportation  (NYSDOT)  and 
Norfolk Southern,  in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and  in consultation with the 
New  York  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO).    A  Preliminary  Draft MOA was  distributed  for  review  by 
Consulting Parties in advance of the meeting held on March 20, 2014, at the NYSDOT Region 4 offices in Rochester.  
That document has  since been  revised based on a consideration of comments and discussion at  the Consulting 
Party meeting, and written comments received from Consulting Parties by the end of the 30‐day review period.  As 
a result, the enclosed Draft MOA includes the following substantive changes: 

• Cultural Enhancement:  Issues raised by the Seneca Nation of Indians and Tonawanda Seneca Nation with 
respect to the cultural importance of Letchworth State Park to these Tribal Nations have been addressed 
through government‐to‐government consultation between  the Seneca Nation and  the Federal Highway 
Administration  (FHWA).  As  a  result  of  that  consultation,  the MOA  now  includes  a  stipulation  for  the 
preparation of one additional  interpretive kiosk  in Letchworth State Park,  in  recognition of  the cultural 
importance of  the area  to  the Tribal Nations. The  location and content of  the  interpretive kiosk will be 
determined by OPRHP through consultation among FHWA, the Seneca Nation, and SHPO. 

• Construction Protection Plan:   As  an  additional  requirement  for  the Construction Protection Plan,  the 
revised  MOA  stipulates  that  the  Plan  will  include  procedures  to  be  implemented  in  the  event  of 
unanticipated  discoveries  during  construction.    These  procedures  include  a  temporary  suspension  of 
construction activities, pending notification and consultation to determine an appropriate treatment for 
any new historic property discovered during construction.  

Additional  issues  raised by Consulting Party members during  the March 20th meeting, and submitted as written 
comments have been considered as described below. 



• Retain All or a Portion of the Portage High Bridge:  Several Consulting Party members suggested retaining 
the existing bridge and converting the structure for use as a pedestrian bridge, or retaining a portion of 
the bridge to create a viewing platform. 

The  option  of  retaining  the  existing  bridge was  initially  evaluated  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement (DEIS) prepared for the Project in accordance with the New York State Environmental Quality 
Review Act (SEQRA) in 2012.  Based upon the previous analyses, and in consideration of public and agency 
input, potential Alternative 5: New Bridge on Parallel Alignment / Convey Existing Bridge was eliminated 
from further study in the current DEIS, prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA).  This potential alternative was determined to be unreasonable since conveyance of the bridge is 
not practical or feasible in the absence of a new owner.   

The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation (OPRHP), which has jurisdiction 
over  Letchworth  State  Park,  is  unable  to  assume  ownership  of  the  existing  bridge  due  to  the  cost  of 
rehabilitation and ongoing maintenance needed  to  retain  the structure and ensure public safety.   Over 
the past six years of outreach to agencies, stakeholders and the public in association with the SEQRA DEIS 
and the NEPA DEIS, no other entity has come forward to take ownership, maintain, and accept liability for 
the structure.  Thus, no potential new owner has been identified.  

Without  a  responsible  entity,  the  option  of  retaining  a  portion  of  the  existing  bridge  as  a  pedestrian 
walkway  or  viewing  platform  is  not  practical  and  feasible,  despite  suggestions  from  Consulting  Party 
members to charge a higher admittance to Letchworth State Park or a separate fee to access the bridge. 
Therefore, no changes have been made to the Draft MOA in association with proposals to retain all or a 
portion of the Portage High Bridge.   

• Provide a Signature Design for the New Bridge:  One Consulting Party suggested a “signature design” for 
the new bridge.   

Bridge  configurations  frequently  used  for  highway  crossings  which  might  be  interpreted  as  having 
distinctive or signature profiles, such as a suspension bridge or a cable stayed bridge, are not suitable for 
North American  freight  rail  loadings.    Four main  factors  affect  the  design  of  any  bridge  –  geography, 
loadings, aesthetics, and cost.   

Based on these factors, three suitable bridge types were identified for the replacement bridge —a trestle, 
a continuous deck truss, and a spandrel braced arch.  After careful consideration, Norfolk Southern and its 
engineers  have  selected  the  arch  bridge  design  as  best  suited  to  the  project  setting  in  an  area  of 
significant historic, natural and scenic importance.  The arch design provides advantages over the trestle 
and  deck  truss  design  styles  by  eliminating  the  need  for  supports  in  the  river  bed  and  minimizing 
disturbance to the gorge walls and floor from cantilevered construction methods.  

The  proposed  arch  design  has  received  positive  feedback,  including  comments  at  public  hearings  and 
Citizens Advisory Committee meetings, as it is less intrusive in the viewshed.  The arch bridge design has 
received additional support  in the form of positive reviews  in an article  in “The Civil Engineering News” 
(February  2013), which  noted  the  successful  balancing  of  the  competing  goals  of  providing  a modern 
freight rail structure while also being sensitive to the important historic setting in Letchworth State Park. 
Therefore no changes have been made to the MOA  in association with proposals to provide a signature 
design for the new bridge.  

• Provide Pedestrian Access on New Bridge:  Several Consulting Party members indicated a desire for safe 
and  legal pedestrian access on  the new bridge.    In addition,  there  is a  concern  that  likely methods  to 
control or restrict access – gates, fencing, etc. – would have a negative visual impact on the park. 

While  located  in  a  public  park,  the Norfolk  Southern  rail  corridor  is  private  property.    The  company 
acknowledges the request for pedestrian access on the new bridge, but Norfolk Southern policy prohibits 
such access in an effort to ensure the safety of rail operations, rail workers, and the public.  In addition, 
Norfolk Southern has an interest in avoiding potential liability issues that may be generated by inviting the 
public to access private property associated with an active rail line. Any measures to restrict public access 
to the new rail bridge would be implemented on the approaches to the bridge, rather than on the bridge 
itself, and therefore would not be visible in views of the new bridge. 



In summary, no changes have been made to the MOA in response to the request for pedestrian access on 
the new bridge.  

• Abutment Design:   Comments were made related to the new bridge’s visual effect on Letchworth State 
Park where the bridge meets the gorge wall in an area of rock cut, and at the bridge abutments/concrete 
piers  that  support  the bridge’s  approach  spans.   Aesthetic  treatments were  requested  as  a mitigation 
measure.  

Due to concerns that aesthetic treatment of the bridge abutments/piers could invite vandalism, no 
additional mitigation measures have been included in the MOA for the design of the bridge abutments. 
Concerns regarding the potential visual impacts to users of the roadways and trails under the proposed 
bridge will be addressed in the NEPA DEIS now being prepared.  As addressed in the NEPA DEIS, shotcrete 
is no longer proposed for use on the gorge wall, and drape netting (a metal mesh curtain) will instead be 
used on the newly exposed rock face to stabilize the rock face and prevent rockfall.  The use of drape 
netting will allow vegetation to grow through the metal mesh, which ultimately will result in less visibility 
of the drape netting and excavation area.  

There will be limited visibility to the excavated area, because the new bridge as well as topography and 
foreground vegetation would largely obstruct views. From the three south‐facing viewpoints selected for 
photo simulations (Points A, B and C), topography and foreground vegetation largely obscure views of the 
existing bridge where it meets the cliff face.  The rock excavations for the new bridge will occur behind 
the existing bridge where the same foreground vegetation and topography that obscure views of the 
existing bridge will also obscure views of the new bridge. 

 

The Draft MOA will be made available to the public as part of the DEIS for the Project, to be published in 
early  July  2014,  and  then  undergo  final  revisions  as  appropriate  based  on  a  consideration  of  any  comments 
received by the end of the public review period.  At that time, Section 106 Consulting Parties will be provided an 
opportunity to indicate their concurrence with the outcome of consultation by signing the final MOA as Concurring 
Parties.  

 

Sincerely, 

 
Raymond F. Hessinger, P.E. 
Director, Freight and Passenger Rail Bureau 

 

Encl:  Section 106 Draft MOA (revised) 

cc:  Robert Davies, FHWA 
  Michael Kowalczyk, FHWA 
  Kelly Fanizzo, ACHP 
  Julian Adams, OPRHP/SHPO 
  Daniel Hitt, NYSDOT Office of Environment 

Christopher Caraccilo, NYSDOT Region 4 
 
 
 
 



 
             
June 18, 2014 
 
Joan Schumaker 
Friends of the Genesee Valley Greenway 
PO Box 42 
Mt. Morris, NY 14510 
 
Re:  Portageville Bridge Project 
  PIN 4935.79.101/08PR04896 

Towns of Portage and Genesee Falls, Wyoming and Livingston Counties 
Section 106 Draft Memorandum of Agreement (Revised) 

 

Dear Joan Schumaker: 

Enclosed for your review is a revised Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the Portageville Bridge 
Project. The Draft MOA documents agreed‐upon measures  to mitigate  the Project’s adverse effects on historic 
properties due  to  the  removal  and demolition of  the  Portageville Bridge  (also  referred  to  as  the  Portage High 
Bridge) and associated alterations to other contributing resources in Letchworth State Park, which is listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places.  

The  Draft MOA  was  developed  by  the  New  York  State  Department  of  Transportation  (NYSDOT)  and 
Norfolk Southern,  in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and  in consultation with the 
New  York  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO).    A  Preliminary  Draft MOA was  distributed  for  review  by 
Consulting Parties in advance of the meeting held on March 20, 2014, at the NYSDOT Region 4 offices in Rochester.  
That document has  since been  revised based on a consideration of comments and discussion at  the Consulting 
Party meeting, and written comments received from Consulting Parties by the end of the 30‐day review period.  As 
a result, the enclosed Draft MOA includes the following substantive changes: 

• Cultural Enhancement:  Issues raised by the Seneca Nation of Indians and Tonawanda Seneca Nation with 
respect to the cultural importance of Letchworth State Park to these Tribal Nations have been addressed 
through government‐to‐government consultation between  the Seneca Nation and  the Federal Highway 
Administration  (FHWA).  As  a  result  of  that  consultation,  the MOA  now  includes  a  stipulation  for  the 
preparation of one additional  interpretive kiosk  in Letchworth State Park,  in  recognition of  the cultural 
importance of  the area  to  the Tribal Nations. The  location and content of  the  interpretive kiosk will be 
determined by OPRHP through consultation among FHWA, the Seneca Nation, and SHPO. 

• Construction Protection Plan:   As  an  additional  requirement  for  the Construction Protection Plan,  the 
revised  MOA  stipulates  that  the  Plan  will  include  procedures  to  be  implemented  in  the  event  of 
unanticipated  discoveries  during  construction.    These  procedures  include  a  temporary  suspension  of 
construction activities, pending notification and consultation to determine an appropriate treatment for 
any new historic property discovered during construction.  

Additional  issues  raised by Consulting Party members during  the March 20th meeting, and submitted as written 
comments have been considered as described below. 



• Retain All or a Portion of the Portage High Bridge:  Several Consulting Party members suggested retaining 
the existing bridge and converting the structure for use as a pedestrian bridge, or retaining a portion of 
the bridge to create a viewing platform. 

The  option  of  retaining  the  existing  bridge was  initially  evaluated  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement (DEIS) prepared for the Project in accordance with the New York State Environmental Quality 
Review Act (SEQRA) in 2012.  Based upon the previous analyses, and in consideration of public and agency 
input, potential Alternative 5: New Bridge on Parallel Alignment / Convey Existing Bridge was eliminated 
from further study in the current DEIS, prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA).  This potential alternative was determined to be unreasonable since conveyance of the bridge is 
not practical or feasible in the absence of a new owner.   

The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation (OPRHP), which has jurisdiction 
over  Letchworth  State  Park,  is  unable  to  assume  ownership  of  the  existing  bridge  due  to  the  cost  of 
rehabilitation and ongoing maintenance needed  to  retain  the structure and ensure public safety.   Over 
the past six years of outreach to agencies, stakeholders and the public in association with the SEQRA DEIS 
and the NEPA DEIS, no other entity has come forward to take ownership, maintain, and accept liability for 
the structure.  Thus, no potential new owner has been identified.  

Without  a  responsible  entity,  the  option  of  retaining  a  portion  of  the  existing  bridge  as  a  pedestrian 
walkway  or  viewing  platform  is  not  practical  and  feasible,  despite  suggestions  from  Consulting  Party 
members to charge a higher admittance to Letchworth State Park or a separate fee to access the bridge. 
Therefore, no changes have been made to the Draft MOA in association with proposals to retain all or a 
portion of the Portage High Bridge.   

• Provide a Signature Design for the New Bridge:  One Consulting Party suggested a “signature design” for 
the new bridge.   

Bridge  configurations  frequently  used  for  highway  crossings  which  might  be  interpreted  as  having 
distinctive or signature profiles, such as a suspension bridge or a cable stayed bridge, are not suitable for 
North American  freight  rail  loadings.    Four main  factors  affect  the  design  of  any  bridge  –  geography, 
loadings, aesthetics, and cost.   

Based on these factors, three suitable bridge types were identified for the replacement bridge —a trestle, 
a continuous deck truss, and a spandrel braced arch.  After careful consideration, Norfolk Southern and its 
engineers  have  selected  the  arch  bridge  design  as  best  suited  to  the  project  setting  in  an  area  of 
significant historic, natural and scenic importance.  The arch design provides advantages over the trestle 
and  deck  truss  design  styles  by  eliminating  the  need  for  supports  in  the  river  bed  and  minimizing 
disturbance to the gorge walls and floor from cantilevered construction methods.  

The  proposed  arch  design  has  received  positive  feedback,  including  comments  at  public  hearings  and 
Citizens Advisory Committee meetings, as it is less intrusive in the viewshed.  The arch bridge design has 
received additional support  in the form of positive reviews  in an article  in “The Civil Engineering News” 
(February  2013), which  noted  the  successful  balancing  of  the  competing  goals  of  providing  a modern 
freight rail structure while also being sensitive to the important historic setting in Letchworth State Park. 
Therefore no changes have been made to the MOA  in association with proposals to provide a signature 
design for the new bridge.  

• Provide Pedestrian Access on New Bridge:  Several Consulting Party members indicated a desire for safe 
and  legal pedestrian access on  the new bridge.    In addition,  there  is a  concern  that  likely methods  to 
control or restrict access – gates, fencing, etc. – would have a negative visual impact on the park. 

While  located  in  a  public  park,  the Norfolk  Southern  rail  corridor  is  private  property.    The  company 
acknowledges the request for pedestrian access on the new bridge, but Norfolk Southern policy prohibits 
such access in an effort to ensure the safety of rail operations, rail workers, and the public.  In addition, 
Norfolk Southern has an interest in avoiding potential liability issues that may be generated by inviting the 
public to access private property associated with an active rail line. Any measures to restrict public access 
to the new rail bridge would be implemented on the approaches to the bridge, rather than on the bridge 
itself, and therefore would not be visible in views of the new bridge. 



In summary, no changes have been made to the MOA in response to the request for pedestrian access on 
the new bridge.  

• Abutment Design:   Comments were made related to the new bridge’s visual effect on Letchworth State 
Park where the bridge meets the gorge wall in an area of rock cut, and at the bridge abutments/concrete 
piers  that  support  the bridge’s  approach  spans.   Aesthetic  treatments were  requested  as  a mitigation 
measure.  

Due to concerns that aesthetic treatment of the bridge abutments/piers could invite vandalism, no 
additional mitigation measures have been included in the MOA for the design of the bridge abutments. 
Concerns regarding the potential visual impacts to users of the roadways and trails under the proposed 
bridge will be addressed in the NEPA DEIS now being prepared.  As addressed in the NEPA DEIS, shotcrete 
is no longer proposed for use on the gorge wall, and drape netting (a metal mesh curtain) will instead be 
used on the newly exposed rock face to stabilize the rock face and prevent rockfall.  The use of drape 
netting will allow vegetation to grow through the metal mesh, which ultimately will result in less visibility 
of the drape netting and excavation area.  

There will be limited visibility to the excavated area, because the new bridge as well as topography and 
foreground vegetation would largely obstruct views. From the three south‐facing viewpoints selected for 
photo simulations (Points A, B and C), topography and foreground vegetation largely obscure views of the 
existing bridge where it meets the cliff face.  The rock excavations for the new bridge will occur behind 
the existing bridge where the same foreground vegetation and topography that obscure views of the 
existing bridge will also obscure views of the new bridge. 

 

The Draft MOA will be made available to the public as part of the DEIS for the Project, to be published in 
early  July  2014,  and  then  undergo  final  revisions  as  appropriate  based  on  a  consideration  of  any  comments 
received by the end of the public review period.  At that time, Section 106 Consulting Parties will be provided an 
opportunity to indicate their concurrence with the outcome of consultation by signing the final MOA as Concurring 
Parties.  

 

Sincerely, 

 
Raymond F. Hessinger, P.E. 
Director, Freight and Passenger Rail Bureau 

 

Encl:  Section 106 Draft MOA (revised) 

cc:  Robert Davies, FHWA 
  Michael Kowalczyk, FHWA 
  Kelly Fanizzo, ACHP 
  Julian Adams, OPRHP/SHPO 
  Daniel Hitt, NYSDOT Office of Environment 

Christopher Caraccilo, NYSDOT Region 4 
 
 



 
             
June 18, 2014 
 
Nathan Holth 
Historic Bridges.org 
12534 Houghton Drive 
DeWitt, MI 48820 
 
 
Re:  Portageville Bridge Project 
  PIN 4935.79.101/08PR04896 

Towns of Portage and Genesee Falls, Wyoming and Livingston Counties 
Section 106 Draft Memorandum of Agreement (Revised) 

 

Dear Nathan Holth: 

Enclosed for your review is a revised Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the Portageville Bridge 
Project. The Draft MOA documents agreed‐upon measures  to mitigate  the Project’s adverse effects on historic 
properties due  to  the  removal  and demolition of  the  Portageville Bridge  (also  referred  to  as  the  Portage High 
Bridge) and associated alterations to other contributing resources in Letchworth State Park, which is listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places.  

The  Draft MOA  was  developed  by  the  New  York  State  Department  of  Transportation  (NYSDOT)  and 
Norfolk Southern,  in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and  in consultation with the 
New  York  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO).    A  Preliminary  Draft MOA was  distributed  for  review  by 
Consulting Parties in advance of the meeting held on March 20, 2014, at the NYSDOT Region 4 offices in Rochester.  
That document has  since been  revised based on a consideration of comments and discussion at  the Consulting 
Party meeting, and written comments received from Consulting Parties by the end of the 30‐day review period.  As 
a result, the enclosed Draft MOA includes the following substantive changes: 

• Cultural Enhancement:  Issues raised by the Seneca Nation of Indians and Tonawanda Seneca Nation with 
respect to the cultural importance of Letchworth State Park to these Tribal Nations have been addressed 
through government‐to‐government consultation between  the Seneca Nation and  the Federal Highway 
Administration  (FHWA).  As  a  result  of  that  consultation,  the MOA  now  includes  a  stipulation  for  the 
preparation of one additional  interpretive kiosk  in Letchworth State Park,  in  recognition of  the cultural 
importance of  the area  to  the Tribal Nations. The  location and content of  the  interpretive kiosk will be 
determined by OPRHP through consultation among FHWA, the Seneca Nation, and SHPO. 

• Construction Protection Plan:   As  an  additional  requirement  for  the Construction Protection Plan,  the 
revised  MOA  stipulates  that  the  Plan  will  include  procedures  to  be  implemented  in  the  event  of 
unanticipated  discoveries  during  construction.    These  procedures  include  a  temporary  suspension  of 
construction activities, pending notification and consultation to determine an appropriate treatment for 
any new historic property discovered during construction.  



Additional  issues  raised by Consulting Party members during  the March 20th meeting, and submitted as written 
comments have been considered as described below. 

• Retain All or a Portion of the Portage High Bridge:  Several Consulting Party members suggested retaining 
the existing bridge and converting the structure for use as a pedestrian bridge, or retaining a portion of 
the bridge to create a viewing platform. 

The  option  of  retaining  the  existing  bridge was  initially  evaluated  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement (DEIS) prepared for the Project in accordance with the New York State Environmental Quality 
Review Act (SEQRA) in 2012.  Based upon the previous analyses, and in consideration of public and agency 
input, potential Alternative 5: New Bridge on Parallel Alignment / Convey Existing Bridge was eliminated 
from further study in the current DEIS, prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA).  This potential alternative was determined to be unreasonable since conveyance of the bridge is 
not practical or feasible in the absence of a new owner.   

The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation (OPRHP), which has jurisdiction 
over  Letchworth  State  Park,  is  unable  to  assume  ownership  of  the  existing  bridge  due  to  the  cost  of 
rehabilitation and ongoing maintenance needed  to  retain  the structure and ensure public safety.   Over 
the past six years of outreach to agencies, stakeholders and the public in association with the SEQRA DEIS 
and the NEPA DEIS, no other entity has come forward to take ownership, maintain, and accept liability for 
the structure.  Thus, no potential new owner has been identified.  

Without  a  responsible  entity,  the  option  of  retaining  a  portion  of  the  existing  bridge  as  a  pedestrian 
walkway  or  viewing  platform  is  not  practical  and  feasible,  despite  suggestions  from  Consulting  Party 
members to charge a higher admittance to Letchworth State Park or a separate fee to access the bridge. 
Therefore, no changes have been made to the Draft MOA in association with proposals to retain all or a 
portion of the Portage High Bridge.   

• Provide a Signature Design for the New Bridge:  One Consulting Party suggested a “signature design” for 
the new bridge.   

Bridge  configurations  frequently  used  for  highway  crossings  which  might  be  interpreted  as  having 
distinctive or signature profiles, such as a suspension bridge or a cable stayed bridge, are not suitable for 
North American  freight  rail  loadings.    Four main  factors  affect  the  design  of  any  bridge  –  geography, 
loadings, aesthetics, and cost.   

Based on these factors, three suitable bridge types were identified for the replacement bridge —a trestle, 
a continuous deck truss, and a spandrel braced arch.  After careful consideration, Norfolk Southern and its 
engineers  have  selected  the  arch  bridge  design  as  best  suited  to  the  project  setting  in  an  area  of 
significant historic, natural and scenic importance.  The arch design provides advantages over the trestle 
and  deck  truss  design  styles  by  eliminating  the  need  for  supports  in  the  river  bed  and  minimizing 
disturbance to the gorge walls and floor from cantilevered construction methods.  

The  proposed  arch  design  has  received  positive  feedback,  including  comments  at  public  hearings  and 
Citizens Advisory Committee meetings, as it is less intrusive in the viewshed.  The arch bridge design has 
received additional support  in the form of positive reviews  in an article  in “The Civil Engineering News” 
(February  2013), which  noted  the  successful  balancing  of  the  competing  goals  of  providing  a modern 
freight rail structure while also being sensitive to the important historic setting in Letchworth State Park. 
Therefore no changes have been made to the MOA  in association with proposals to provide a signature 
design for the new bridge.  

• Provide Pedestrian Access on New Bridge:  Several Consulting Party members indicated a desire for safe 
and  legal pedestrian access on  the new bridge.    In addition,  there  is a  concern  that  likely methods  to 
control or restrict access – gates, fencing, etc. – would have a negative visual impact on the park. 

While  located  in  a  public  park,  the Norfolk  Southern  rail  corridor  is  private  property.    The  company 
acknowledges the request for pedestrian access on the new bridge, but Norfolk Southern policy prohibits 
such access in an effort to ensure the safety of rail operations, rail workers, and the public.  In addition, 
Norfolk Southern has an interest in avoiding potential liability issues that may be generated by inviting the 



public to access private property associated with an active rail line. Any measures to restrict public access 
to the new rail bridge would be implemented on the approaches to the bridge, rather than on the bridge 
itself, and therefore would not be visible in views of the new bridge. 

In summary, no changes have been made to the MOA in response to the request for pedestrian access on 
the new bridge.  

• Abutment Design:   Comments were made related to the new bridge’s visual effect on Letchworth State 
Park where the bridge meets the gorge wall in an area of rock cut, and at the bridge abutments/concrete 
piers  that  support  the bridge’s  approach  spans.   Aesthetic  treatments were  requested  as  a mitigation 
measure.  

Due to concerns that aesthetic treatment of the bridge abutments/piers could invite vandalism, no 
additional mitigation measures have been included in the MOA for the design of the bridge abutments. 
Concerns regarding the potential visual impacts to users of the roadways and trails under the proposed 
bridge will be addressed in the NEPA DEIS now being prepared.  As addressed in the NEPA DEIS, shotcrete 
is no longer proposed for use on the gorge wall, and drape netting (a metal mesh curtain) will instead be 
used on the newly exposed rock face to stabilize the rock face and prevent rockfall.  The use of drape 
netting will allow vegetation to grow through the metal mesh, which ultimately will result in less visibility 
of the drape netting and excavation area.  

There will be limited visibility to the excavated area, because the new bridge as well as topography and 
foreground vegetation would largely obstruct views. From the three south‐facing viewpoints selected for 
photo simulations (Points A, B and C), topography and foreground vegetation largely obscure views of the 
existing bridge where it meets the cliff face.  The rock excavations for the new bridge will occur behind 
the existing bridge where the same foreground vegetation and topography that obscure views of the 
existing bridge will also obscure views of the new bridge. 

 

The Draft MOA will be made available to the public as part of the DEIS for the Project, to be published in 
early  July  2014,  and  then  undergo  final  revisions  as  appropriate  based  on  a  consideration  of  any  comments 
received by the end of the public review period.  At that time, Section 106 Consulting Parties will be provided an 
opportunity to indicate their concurrence with the outcome of consultation by signing the final MOA as Concurring 
Parties.  

 

Sincerely, 

 
Raymond F. Hessinger, P.E. 
Director, Freight and Passenger Rail Bureau 

 

Encl:  Section 106 Draft MOA (revised) 

cc:  Robert Davies, FHWA 
  Michael Kowalczyk, FHWA 
  Kelly Fanizzo, ACHP 
  Julian Adams, OPRHP/SHPO 
  Daniel Hitt, NYSDOT Office of Environment 

Christopher Caraccilo, NYSDOT Region 4 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 

AMONG 

THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION (FHWA) 

NORFOLK SOUTHERN RAILWAY COMPANY (NS) 

THE NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (NYSDOT) 

THE NEW YORK STATE OFFICE OF PARKS, RECREATION AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION (OPRHP) 

THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE (NPS) 

AND THE 

NEW YORK STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER (NYSHPO) 

REGARDING THE 

PORTAGEVILLE BRIDGE PROJECT 

IN WYOMING AND LIVINGSTON COUNTIES, NEW YORK 

Draft June 2014 

WHEREAS, the  Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in coordination with the New York State 

Department of Transportation (NYSDOT), and Norfolk Southern Railway Company (NS) proposes to 

undertake the Portageville Bridge Project, and this undertaking is partially funded by FHWA; and  

WHEREAS, FHWA is the federal lead agency responsible for compliance with Section 106 of the National 

Historic Preservation Act (NHPA, codified at 16 USC 470f, and herein “Section 106”), and implementing 

regulations, 36 CFR Part 800 – Protection of Historic Properties; and  

WHEREAS,the purpose of the project is to address the existing deficiencies at Norfolk Southern’s 

Portageville Bridge (also known as the “Portage High Bridge”) by providing a modern rail crossing of the 

Genesee River at its current location that is capable of carrying current industry standard freight rail 

loads, to the greatest degree possible meeting Federal Railroad Administration Class 4 speeds, while 

reducing ongoing maintenance efforts and costs  for Norfolk Southern to provide safe, reliable, and 

efficient rail operations on the Southern Tier route in the State of New York; and  

WHEREAS, Norfolk Southern’s Southern Tier route passes through Letchworth State Park (LSP), 

comprised of approximately 14,350 acres located on both sides of the Genesee River in Livingston and 

Wyoming Counties, New York, and LSP is administered by the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation 

and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) (Exhibit A – Project Location, attached hereto and made a part 

hereof); and 

WHEREAS, Letchworth State Park is a historic property listed in the National Register of Historic Places 

in 2005 under National Register Criteria A, B, C, and D, and includes 338 inventoried contributing 

resources, including the Portage High Bridge (the Portageville Bridge); and 

WHEREAS, FHWA has invited the NYSDOT, OPRHP, NS, and National Park Service (NPS) to sign this 

Agreement as invited Signatories; and  
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WHEREAS, FHWA in coordination with NYSDOT, has consulted with the New York State Historic 

Preservation Office (SHPO) in accordance with the requirements of 36 CFR Part 800, and the SHPO is a 

signatory to this Memorandum of Agreement; and  

WHEREAS,  FHWA in coordination with NYSDOT has established an Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the 

Project as defined by 36 CFR 800.16(d) established in consultation with NYSHPO; and  

WHEREAS, the Project APE encompasses the area within which direct and indirect effects to historic 

properties may occur, with the “direct effect area” consisting of the limits of disturbance for the Project, 

which encompass the existing railroad and bridge alignment, areas of proposed construction to the 

north and south (including the area of the new rail right-of-way as well as the area affected by the 

relocation of Park Road and the Highbridge Parking Area and areas affected by temporary construction 

activities), and with the “indirect effect area” encompassing an area within approximately 500 feet,  ¼ 

mile, and ½ mile of the direct effect area (the APE for the Project is depicted on the map presented in 

Exhibit B – Area of Potential Effect and Locations of Historic Properties attached hereto and made a 

part hereof); and 

WHEREAS, FHWA, in cooperation with NYSDOT and NS, is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS) for the Project  in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and the EIS 

identifies the New Bridge on Parallel Alignment / Remove Existing Bridge as the Preferred Alternative 

(“the Project”); and 

WHEREAS, the Project would require the removal and demolition of the existing Portageville Bridge and 

the removal or alteration of other contributing resources of Letchworth State Park within the direct 

effect area, including Gorge Trail (Trail #1), Mary Jemison Trail (Trail #2), Park Road, Highbridge Parking 

Area, a Historic Marker commemorating construction of the Portage High Bridge and stone walls; and  

WHEREAS, FHWA, in coordination with NYSDOT and NS, and in consultation with NYSHPO has 

determined that the proposed removal and demolition of the Portageville Bridge and permanent 

alteration of other contributing resources of Letchworth State Park would constitute an Adverse Effect 

as defined by 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1), and has determined that it is appropriate to enter into this 

Memorandum of Agreement (Agreement) pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6 of Section 106; and 

WHEREAS, Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) photographic documentation was previously 

prepared for the Portageville Bridge and is catalogued in the Library of Congress (HAER NY-54), which 

includes five photographs taken in 1971 and two historic photographs, and HAER has agreed to prepare 

additional documentation in accordance with HAER standards; and 

WHEREAS, FHWA notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation ( ACHP) of the Project’s Adverse 

Effect, invited ACHP to participate in the Section 106 process for this Project, and ACHP has declined; 

and 

WHEREAS, the Project is located within the identified area of interest of three federally recognized 

Indian tribes, and FHWA has consulted with the Seneca Nation of Indians, the Tonawanda Seneca 
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Nation, and the Tuscarora Nation on a government-to-government basis in accordance with 36 CFR Part 

800.2(c)(ii), and invited them to sign this Agreement as concurring parties; and 

WHEREAS, through consultation with FHWA, the Seneca Nation has requested that the Project 

incorporate an educational benefit conveying the historic and cultural importance of Letchworth State 

Park to the Seneca Nation; and 

WHEREAS, in keeping with 36 CFR 800.2(c)(3) and (5), FHWA identified representatives of local 

governments, individuals, and organizations with a demonstrated interest in the undertaking, approved 

requests to participate in Section 106 consultation for the Project, and invited these Consulting Parties 

to sign this Agreement as concurring parties (the Section 106 Consulting Parties for the Project are 

presented in Exhibit C – Consulting Parties attached hereto and made a part hereof); and  

WHEREAS, FHWA in coordination with NYSDOT has provided the Consulting Parties and the public 

opportunities to review Section 106 documents and findings and to comment on the resolution of 

adverse effects; and 

WHEREAS, archaeological investigations completed within the portion of the APE subject to direct 

effects identified the presence of historic-period archaeological remains related to the Cascade House 

Historic Site in the east portion of the APE, and these archaeological deposits within the APE as tested 

were determined not eligible for the National Register based on their lack of further research potential; 

and  

WHEREAS, the NYSHPO concurred with these findings, and with an Avoidance Plan prepared by NS 

presented hereto as Exhibit D – Avoidance Plan, to ensure that construction disturbance does not 

inadvertently occur in the portion of the Cascade House Historic Site which extends outside the APE to 

the south; and  

WHEREAS, pursuant to 36 CFR 800.2(d)(3), the public is being provided information and an opportunity 

to provide their views on the resolution of adverse effects under Section 106 in coordination with public 

involvement procedures carried out in compliance with NEPA, including the distribution of the draft 

Section 106 Agreement as part of the Draft EIS, with a 45-day public comment period; and  

NOW, THEREFORE, FHWA, NPS, NYSHPO, NS, NYSDOT, and OPRHP agree that the Project shall be 

implemented in accordance with the following stipulations to take into account the effects of the 

Project on historic properties. 
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STIPULATIONS 

FHWA, in coordination with NYSDOT and NS, shall ensure that the following stipulations are 

implemented. 

I. ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

A.  Avoidance Plan 

NS will implement the recommendations listed below in this subsection for the protection of the 

Cascade House Historic Site as follows and as set forth in Exhibit D hereto: 

1.  Prior to construction, orange construction fencing will be placed along the perimeter of the 

construction limits marked in the field and indicated on the site plans.  

2.  The archaeologically sensitive area located beyond the proposed construction footprint is 

located outside the APE and privately owned by others. This area will remain undisturbed by 

Project activities and will be identified on the site plans as “Environmentally Sensitive – Do 

Not Impact.” 

3. If future development is proposed for the environmentally sensitive sections of the property 

it will need to be approved by NYSHPO and may require further archaeological investigation. 

B.  Staging Area Limitations 

To avoid potential effects on known or potential archaeological resources, NS shall impose staging 

area limitations on the Project contractor as follows: 

1. If the parcel on the east approach to the bridge between Portageville Road and the existing 

NS right-of-way is used for construction staging, the contractor will ensure no subsurface 

activities in this area occur, to avoid impacting possible archaeological resources. This parcel 

lies in a historically sensitive area and the type or limits of cultural resources have not yet 

been determined. This parcel can be used for parking light trucks as long as excessive rutting 

does not occur. If used for materials storage, road fabric will be installed to prevent material 

from migrating into surface soils. This parcel will be re-seeded upon completion of 

construction. 

2.  No construction activity associated with the Project can occur on the private property along 

the eastern approach that is south of the proposed NS property line. This is an 

archaeologically sensitive area protected by the Cascade House Avoidance Plan (see I.A 

above).  

II. ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 

NS shall undertake the following measures to minimize and mitigate adverse effects to historic 

properties: 
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A. Educational and Interpretive Materials 

NS shall, as previously agreed upon with NYSHPO, provide certain funding to the New York State 

Natural Heritage Trust (the “Materials Funding”) for OPRHP to prepare the following educational 

and interpretive materials at Letchworth State Park: 

 

1. An interpretive plan. 

 

2. Salvage, conservation, and installation of a certain amount of the base of Pier 11 of the 

Portageville Bridge, to include portions of both legs, connecting truss, and both date plates.  

 

3. Two interpretive kiosks, in locations selected by NYSHPO and OPRHP, including potentially 

one to be located at the proposed new upper parking lot by the new bridge and one at the 

Upper Falls Overlook adjacent to the Gorge Trail. 

 

4. An interpretive exhibit at the William Pryor Letchworth Museum, documenting the history 

of the Portage High Bridge within the context of rail history in Letchworth State Park .  

 

NS will have no responsibility with respect to educational and interpretive materials other than 

the Materials Funding. 

 

B. Historic American Engineering Record (HAER)-Level Recordation 

 

 NS shall provide certain funding, as previously agreed upon among NS, NPS, and NYSHPO (the 

“HAER funding”), to HAER for the preparation of additional HAER-level recordation of the 

Portageville Bridge through NPS’s Heritage Documentation Program. This recordation shall 

include the following:  

 

1. Archival photography (30 views) of the Portageville Bridge. Photographs, prints, and 

duplicates will meet appropriate HAER archival standards; and 

 

2. A 10- to 20-page narrative that describes the physical characteristics of the Portageville 

Bridge and its history. 

 

The submission of copies of the HAER report to appropriate repositories shall be the 

responsibility of NPS.  Copies of the HAER report will be provided to NYSHPO, OPRHP, NS, the 

New York State Archives, and a local repository such as the William Pryor Letchworth Museum 

in Letchworth State Park.   

 

NS will have no responsibility with respect to HAER recordation other than the HAER funding.   
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C. Restoration of Portions of the Gorge Trail  

 

1. For the portion of the Gorge Trail that will be relocated to accommodate the Project, NS will 

incorporate the following measures in the relocated trail: 

 

a) Salvage, to the extent feasible, stone from walls in Letchworth State Park that need to 

be removed by the Project. 

 

b) Reuse as feasible portions of salvaged stone to rebuild stone walls along the portion of 

the Gorge Trail to be relocated, using a design similar to the existing historic stone walls. 

Exhibit E – Area of Relocated Gorge Trail, attached hereto and made a part hereof, 

shows the area where the new stone wall will be created. 

 

2.  In addition, NS shall provide, as previously agreed upon among NS and OPRHP, certain 

funding to OPRHP toward the restoration of the existing Gorge Trail between the existing 

construction zone for the Project (at the stone staircase north of the existing bridge) and the 

Middle Falls (located outside the Project’s construction area). OPRHP and NS have agreed 

that the funding will be used to repoint certain identified walls, replace and repair certain 

damaged stairs, and replace or repair timber railings as identified and agreed upon between 

OPRHP and NS.  

 

D. Construction Protection Plan 

To avoid inadvertent Project-related construction damage to historic park features, NS, in 

consultation with OPRHP, will develop a Construction Protection Plan for historic properties.   

 

1. The Construction Protection Plan shall be developed and submitted to OPRHP and FHWA for 

review and approval prior to initiation of any excavation and construction activities.  

 

2. The Construction Protection Plan shall describe measures to protect historic park features 

from vibration, excavation, and damage from heavy equipment.  

 

3. The Plan shall describe measures for the control and/or management of fugitive dust, 

erosion, noise, lighting and visual effects of construction activities to the extent practicable. 

 

4. The Construction Protection Plan shall include procedures to address the unanticipated 

discovery of historic or cultural materials during construction. If new historic properties are 

discovered, procedures for notification and consultation for Post-Review Discoveries shall be 

implemented, pursuant to the applicable provisions of 36 CFR 800.13(b)(3). Any such objects 

shall not be destroyed or removed, and shall be protected from disturbance pending 

notification to the appropriate authorities, NS personnel, and representatives of FHWA, 

NYSHPO, and NYSDOT.  The site shall be inspected by qualified professional archaeologists, 
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and construction in the immediate vicinity of the discovery shall be temporarily suspended 

until an appropriate treatment is determined as specified in the Construction Protection 

Plan.   

 

5. NS shall ensure that historic park features that may be subject to damage by construction 

activities are covered by the Construction Protection Plan and thereafter ensure that the 

provisions of the Construction Protection Plan are implemented by the Project contractors.  

III. CULTURAL ENHANCEMENT 

As an enhancement,  NS shall provide certain funding to the New York State Natural Heritage Trust for 

the preparation of one additional interpretive kiosk in Letchworth State Park  to acknowledge the 

cultural importance of the area to the Seneca Nation. The location and content of the interpretive kiosk 

will be determined by OPRHP through consultation among the Seneca Nation, FHWA, and NYSHPO.  

IV. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

Should any party to this Agreement object in writing to FHWA, or NYSDOT as its designee, regarding any 

action carried out or proposed with respect to the undertaking or to the implementation of this 

Agreement, FHWA or NYSDOT as its designee shall consult with the objecting party to resolve the 

objection. If after initiating consultation, FHWA, or NYSDOT as its designee, determines in coordination 

with NS that the objection cannot be resolved through consultation, FHWA shall:  

A. Forward all documentation relevant to the objection to ACHP, including FHWA’s proposed 

response to the objection, and request that ACHP, within 30 days after receipt of all pertinent 

documentation, provide FHWA with its advice on the resolution of the objection FHWA will take 

ACHP’s advice into account in reaching a final decision regarding its response to the objection.  

B. If ACHP does not provide its advice regarding the dispute within the thirty day time period, 

FHWA may make a final decision on the dispute and proceed accordingly.  

C. FHWA’s responsibility to carry out all actions under this Agreement that are not subject to the 

dispute shall remain unchanged. 

V. DURATION, AMENDMENT AND TERMINATION 

A.  This Memorandum of Agreement shall take effect on the date it is signed by the last Signatory, 

and will remain in effect for a period of five (5) years from the date of its execution.  At such 

time, the terms of the MOA may be reconsidered, and upon the mutual written consent of all 

signatories (FHWA, NYSHPO, NS, NYSDOT, and OPRHP), the agreement may be extended. 

B.  Any Signatory to this Agreement (FHWA, NYSHPO, NS, NYSDOT, and OPRHP) may request that it 

be amended, whereupon the Signatories will consult to reach a consensus on the proposed 

amendment. 36 CFR 800.6(c)(7) shall govern the execution of any such amendment. Where no 

consensus can be reached, the Agreement will not be amended. 
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C.  Any Signatory to this Agreement (FHWA, NYSHPO, NS, NYSDOT, and OPRHP)may terminate it by 

providing thirty (30) days’ notice to the other Signatories, provided that the Signatories will 

consult during the period prior to termination to seek agreement on amendments or other 

actions that would avoid termination. Termination of the Agreement will be governed by 36 CFR 

800.6(c)(8). 

EXECUTION OF THIS MEMORANDUM OFAGREEMENT and implementation of its Stipulations evidences 

that FHWA has taken into account the effects of the Project on historic properties and afforded the 

ACHP an opportunity to comment on those effects. 

 

Signatories: 

Federal Highway Administration 

 

By: ______________________________________ Date: ____________ 

Robert M. Davies, District Engineer 

 

New York State Historic Preservation Officer 

 

By: ________________________________________ Date: ______________ 

Ruth Pierpont, Deputy Commissioner/Deputy SHPO 

 

Invited Signatories: 

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 

 

By: ___________________________________________ Date: __________________ 

Name and Title 
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Norfolk Southern Railway Company 

 

By: ________________________________________ Date: ______________ 

Name and Title 

 

New York State Department of Transportation 

 

By: ________________________________________ Date: ______________ 

Name and Title  

 

National Park Service 

 

By: ______________________________________ Date: ____________ 

Name and Title, Heritage Documentation Programs 

 

Concurring Parties: 

Seneca Nation of Indians 

 

By: ______________________________________ Date: ____________ 

Name and Title 

 

Tonawanda Seneca Nation 

 

By: ______________________________________ Date: ____________ 

Name and Title 
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Tuscarora Nation 

 

By: ______________________________________ Date: ____________ 

Name and Title 
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Landmark Society of Western New York 

 

By: ______________________________________ Date: ____________ 

Name and Title 

 

Friends of the Genesee Valley Greenway 

 

By: ______________________________________ Date: ____________ 

Name and Title 

 

HistoricBridges.Org 

 

By: ______________________________________ Date: ____________ 

Name and Title 
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EXHIBIT C
CONSULTING PARTIES



EXHIBIT C 
SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTIES 

NAME ADDRESS PHONE/EMAIL 

Landmark Society of Western 
New York 
Ms. Caitlin Meives, Preservation 
planner 

133 S. Fitzhugh Street 
Rochester, NY 14608 

 
Phone: (585)-546-7029 ext. 27 
Fax: (585)-546-4788 
cmeives@landmarksociety.org 
 

Friends of the Genesee Valley 
Greenway 
Edward Holmes 
Joan Schumaker 
 

Box 42 
Mt. Morris, NY 14510 

 
Phone:(585)-658-2569 
fogvg@frontiernet.net 
 

HistoricBridges.Org 
Nathan Holth 

12534 Houghton Drive 
DeWitt, MI 48820 

 
Phone: (269)-290-2593 
nathan@historicbridges.org 
 

Seneca Nation of Indians  
Melissa Bach  
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
(THPO)  
Jay Toth, Tribal Archaeologist 

 

90 O:hi’yoh Way  
Salamanca, NY 14779  

 
Phone: (716) 945-1790, ext. 3580  
Emergency: (716) 244-1735  
Melissa.bach@sni.org 

Jay.toth@sni.org 

 
Tonawanda Seneca Nation  
Chief Darwin Hill  

Tonawanda Seneca Nation 
Office  
7027 Meadville Road  
Basom, New York 14013  

 
Phone: (716)-542-4244  
Fax:(716)- 542-4008  
tonseneca@aol.com 
 

Tuscarora Nation 
Bryan Printup 
Tuscarora Environment Office 

5226 E Walmore Road 
Tuscarora Nation 
Lewiston, NY 14092 

 
Phone:(716)-264-6011, ext. 103 
bprintup@hetf.org  

NYS Office of Park, Recreation 
and Historic Preservation-State 
Parks 
Dave Herring, Capital Facilities 
Manager 
 

One Letchworth State Park 
Castile, NY 14427 

 
Phone 585-493-3602 
Mobile 585-322-5671 
Fax 585-493-5272 
David.herring@parks.ny.gov 
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EXHIBIT D
AVOIDANCE PLAN



Norfolk Southern Corporation
1200 Peachtree Street, NE
Atlanta, GA 30309-3579
Phone: (404) 529-1408

Portageville, NY: Bridge No. SR-361.66 - Avoidance Plan

J. N. Carter, Jr.
Chief Engineer
Bridges and Structures

K. G. Hauschildt, PE
Engineer Structures
Kevin.Hauschildtnscorn.com
(404) 527-2529

July 23, 2012
File: BR0027339 KGH

The avoidance plan is designed for the protection of the Cascade House Historic Site. The provenience data
obtained from the Phase II study prepared by Hartgen Archeological Associates, Inc. indicate the cultural deposits
are located along a fairly narrow construction easement corridor located parallel to the railroad tracks. The
foundation remains of the Cascade House (Feature 1) and most of the surrounding property lie outside the
proposed APE. Although the cultural deposits encountered within the construction easement are considered to be
part of the National Register Eligible Cascade House Historic Site, a sufficient sample of historic material was
obtained from the Phase II shovel test and unit excavations. Any additional excavations would result in the
accumulation of similar material. Individually, the cultural deposits are not considered National Register Eligible,
and no further investigation is warranted. The Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation has
concurred with this recommendation.

The archeologically sensitive area located beyond the proposed construction footprint will remain undisturbed by
the project and identified on the site plans as "Environmentally Sensitive Do Not Impact" (Map 1). The site
limits have been marked in the field by an archeologist from Hartgen Archeological Associates. The following
measures will be undertaken to prevent impacts to the archeologically sensitive areas located beyond the
construction corridor and after construction.

Prior to construction, orange construction fencing will be placed along the perimeter of the construction
limits marked in the field and indicated on the site plans.
The property south of the construction limits is located outside the APE and privately owned by others.
As indicated above, this area will be protected during construction.
If future development is proposed for the environmentally sensitive sections of the property, it will need
approval from OPRHP and may require further archeological investigation.

With the protection of the Cascade House Historic Site during project construction, no further archeological
investigation is recommended by Hartgen Archeological Associates for the proposed Norfolk Southern Portage
Railroad bridge replacement project.

4.4

J. N. Carter, Jr.

Operating Subsidiary: Norfolk Southern Railway Company
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EXHIBIT E
AREA OF RELOCATED GORGE TRAIL
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